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REPORT. 



Attorney-General's Office, ) 
Sacramento, November 8, 1894. ) 

To the Hon, H. H. Markham, Governor of the State of California: 

Sir: In compliance with law, I submit my biennial report of the busi- 
ness of this branch of the State government, accompanying the same 
with a copy of my dockets, and with such suggestions as are deemed 
of interest to the public. 

This report has been delayed some time, as several matters on which 
I desired to touch, especially the case of the State of California vs. The 
Southern Pacific Company^ in the United States Supreme Court, had not 
reached such a stage so as to enable me to report satisfactorily thereon. 

BUSINESS OF THE OFFICE. 

Correspondence. 

With our best efforts, one deputy and the reporter devoting themselves 
almost exclusively to this line of work, it is next to impossible to keep 
pace with the mass of correspondence with which this office has to deal. 
The duties devolved upon the Attorney-General do not require the 
answering of all the inquiries received, but generally it was found less 
troublesome to give the information than to write why it was not 
forwarded. Letters have been received from all portions of the State, 
and from persons residing in other States, asking for the opinion of this 
office upon almost every subject. The school laws and their interpreta- 
tion have been a source of endless inquiry, as have also the registration, 
election, and revenue laws, and statutes pertaining to the fees of officers 
in the various counties. 

During my term of office letters and opinions have been written 
covering over four thousand pages of letter book, giving the views of 
the Attorney-General upon constitutional and legal questions in response 
to inquiries from State, county, and city officials, and from other persons 
entitled thereto, and it is to be presumed that before my term expires 
four or five hundred additional pages will have been covered. 

Criminal Department. 

This branch of the business of the office has materially increased, and 
is of much greater volume now than ever before. The passage of the Act 
in 1889 requiring records in criminal cases to be printed and filed at 
the expense of the counties without charge to the accused, while putting 
the record in more convenient shape for the Supreme Court and this 
office, has had the effect of augmenting appeals in such cases. Three 
hundred and five criminal cases have been appealed to the Supreme Court 
since my taking office, all of which, with the exception of a few recent 
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cases, have been briefed (the briefs covering many pages of printed mat- 
ter), argued, and finally disposed of, or are under submission to the Court 
for decision, or ready for submission. 

It no doubt will be interesting to observe that from December 8, 1849, 
to January 5, 1891, the Supreme Court of California decided 1,215 crimi- 
nal cases, while during my incumbency this office has had charge of 305 
criminal cases on appeal to the Supreme Court — more than one quarter 
of the number disposed of during the preceding forty-one years. 

In People vs. McNulty^ the defendant having been convicted of murder 
and sentenced to sufiFer the death penalty (mention of which was made 
in the former report), the case was carried to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. The record was entitled "/o/in McNulty, plaintiflF in 
error, vs. The People of the State of California, defendant in error," and 
was filed with the Clerk of said Court in the latter part of 1892. I 
prepared a brief on behalf of the defendant in error in support of my 
motion to dismiss, and also in support of motion to affirm the judgment 
of the State Courts. My contention was that no federal question was 
involved, and that therefore the motion to dismiss should be sustained; 
but should the appellate Court determine that a federal question was 
involved, the judgment of the State Courts should be affirmed, for the 
execution of the judgments of the latter -Courts would not be depriving 
the defendant of life without due process of law. The case was argued 
by me in 1893 before the United States Supreme Court in Washington, 
D. C, and my motion to dismiss was granted (149 U. S. 645). The 
defendant is now in the State Prison at San Quentin, his sentence of 
death having been by executive clemency commuted to life imprison- 
ment. 

The case of People vs. F. 0. Vincent was also taken to the United 
States Supreme Court on writ of error, and was in all respects similar 
to, and was disposed of in said Court in the same manner and at the 
same time as the McNulty case. The defendant was afterwards exe- 
cuted, in accordance with the judgment of the State Courts. 

These decisions prevented other similar cases being taken before the 
United States Supreme Court, and settled the question of the right of 
the State to execute, under the old law, the death penalty for murders 
committed previous to the adoption of what is known as the "New 
Execution Law of 1891." 

Civil Cases. 

The dockets of this office, with the number of cases entered thereon 
during my incumbency, are as follows: 



Docket. 



Number 
of Cases. 



Civil Docket— Supreme Court 

Civil Docket— Superior Court 

Docket of Leave to Sue Cases 

Docket of Railroad Tax Suits 

Docket of Tax Suits 

Docket of Escheated Estates 

Cases in United States Supreme Court . 
Cases in United States Circuit Court ... 

Total cases 



63 

122 

83 

6S 

5 

113 

4 

1 



439 
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The greater number of these have been disposed oif . The railroad tax 
cases and one action in the United States Supreme Court (the Oakland 
water front suit) are still pending, and will be more fully mentioned 
hereinafter. 

Many cases brought in the name of the People under former adminis- 
trations were not shown upon the dockets of this office to have been 
finally closed, this being due, no doubt, to the failure or neglect of the 
attorneys for the relators in such cases to notify the Attorney-General 
of the proceedings had therein. It has been the aim of this office to 
ascertain their final disposition, and the record has been about com- 
pleted, but not without some difficulty. Where the desired information 
was not secured from the attorneys having the cases in charge, the 
County Clerk of the county in which the actions were commenced 
promptly responded to the inquiries, and this office desires to tender 
them thanks for their uniform courtesy ih the matter. 

The necessity of keeping the Attorney-General's office informed as to 
all proceedings had in such cases has been impressed upon the attorneys 
having in charge actions wherein the use of the name of the People of 
the State has been allowed, for in no other manner can the dockets of 
the office be properly kept. The requests have not in all instances been 
heretofore complied with. 



COUNTY RAILROAD TAX SUITS. 

The actions commenced by the counties, in 1891, under my instruc- 
tions, for their respective portions of the railroad taxes of 1887, have 
not been disposed of, for the taxes due the counties for that year are 
included in the sums involved in the suits brought in the name of the 
People of the State of California against the Railroad Companies, 
wherein judgment was recovered in the Superior Court in and for the 
City and County of San Francisco for the full amount of the taxes of 
1887, penalties and costs. These latter cases, now pending in the 
Supreme Court of this State on appeal, have been argued and submitted, 
and a decision is to be expected before the next meeting of the Legisla- 
ture. They will be more fully discussed herein. Should the Supreme 
Court affirm the judgments of the lower Court the county suits for their 
portion of the same taxes need not be prosecuted, but should the 
judgments be reversed, the counties then should prosecute the cases 
vigorously and to a speedy termination. 



RAILROAD TAXES AND TAX CASES. 

In regard to this subject I refer to my first Biennial Report, dated Sep- 
tember 15, 1892, and to my Special Report on Railroad Tax Cases and 
Railroad Taxation, filed with the Governor on January 17, 1893. But 
little can be said in addition to what is therein set forth. 

Subsequent to the filing of the special report referred to, the Legisla- 
ture, after fully considering the question, passed a reassessment bill, the 
same being approved on March 23, 1893 (Statutes of 1893, p. 290). In 
the year 1893, in pursuance to that statute, the State Board of Equaliza- 
tion reassessed the railroads of the Southern Pacific system for the years 
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1880 to 1885, inclusive, and the balance of the taxes due for those years, 
as reassessed, have been paid without further litigation. During the 
present vear, 1894, reassessments have been made for the years 1886 
and 1887. 

In the said special report I called attention to the fact that suits were 
then pending for the recovery of the taxes for the year 1887. Those 
cases, six in number, were argued and submitted to the Court for decision, 
and were decided on the 31st day of January, 1893. Judge Hebbard, of 
the Superior Court in and for the City and County of San Francisco, 
before whom the cases were tried, gave judgments against the railroad 
companies on February 3, 1893, and in favor of the People for the taxes 
for that year, together with penalties and costs, aggregating the sum of 
$983,690 37. The companies moved for a new trial, but the motions were 
denied. Appeals to the Supreme Court were thereupon taken from the 
judgments and from the orders denying the new trial. The latter Court 
heard argument in said cases on-the 7th day of September, 1894, myself 
and J. P. Langhorne, of counsel, appearing on behalf of the People, and 
upon. the close of the argument the causes were submitted to the Court 
for decision. An early decision may be looked for. 

As before mentioned, the State Board of Equalization this year reas- 
sessed the Southern Pacific system of railroads, the only companies 
which defaulted on taxes, for the delinquent taxes of 1887, notwith- 
standing that judgments had been recovered in the Superior Court 
against said companies for the taxes for that year. In 1893 I advised 
the State Board of Equalization that, as the suits then stood, reassess- 
ment ought not to be made for the year 1887; but in the month of July 
of this year, because of the railroad companies appealing to the Supreme 
Court of this State from the decision of the lower Court, and in accord- 
ance with the rulings made in numerous cases by the Supreme Court 
holding that an appeal suspends the effect of the judgment, and hold- 
ing that such judgments thereupon ceased to be of value as evidence, 
and that they have no force as final judgments {Harris vs. Barnharty 97 
Cal. 546, opinion 550, and authorities there cited; Naftzger vs. Gregg, 
99 Cal. 83; In re Estate of Blythe, 99 Cal. 472; Story vs. The Story and 
Isham Com, Co,, 100 Cal. 42; Brown vs. Campbell, 100 Cal. 635, opinion 
646), I informed the State Board that the aforesaid judgments were not 
a bar to a reassessment for the year 1887, and that, a reassessment 
would not affect the cases on appeal. Accordingly, a reassessment of 
the Southern Pacific system of roads was made for that year. 

It has been asserted that such reassessment would operate to defeat 
the judgment against the companies. Such an assertion is without 
foundation. If the suits are not finally disposed of on the appeals to 
the Supreme Court, before the taxes under the reassessment are due, the 
taxes on reassessment can be paid into the State Treasury; and if the 
judgments are afiirmed the amounts so paid will be credited as partial 
payments upon the judgments. On the other hand, if the judgments 
are reversed all the moneys paid in on the reassessment will be available 
this year, thus obviating a delay of an entire year in the collection of 
the same. The main objection made against the reassessment is that it 
was for an amount much less than the original assessment. For this 
the Attorney-General cannot be held accountable by reason of any 
opinion rendered the Board. Such responsibility rests wholly upon the 
State Board of Equalization; and if it was honestly of the opinion that 
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the original assessment was too high there is then no reason why the 
reassessment should not have been made as it was. 

In People of the State of California, plaintiff in error, vs. San Pablo 
and Tulare Railroad Company , defendant in error, in the Supreme Court 
of the United States, mentioned in my former report, the Legislature of 
1893 passed a resolution requesting the Court to pass upon the merits of 
that case. The real point involved therein was whether the Constitution 
of this State relating to the subject of railroad taxation is in violation 
of or conflicts with any provision of the Constitution of the United 
States. When the case was reached in the Supreme Court in May, 1893, 
I presented a certified copy of that resolution. In the meantime, and 
before the hearing of the case in the Supreme Court of the United States, 
the company had tendered to me, as Attorney-General, the amount of 
the taxes, interest, penalties, and costs, sought to be recovered in the 
action. The acceptance of the tender would have disposed of the matter 
without a hearing on the merits, and it was therefore refused. There- 
upon the company paid the amount into a bank to the credit of the 
State of California. Upon such showing being made to the Supreme 
Court of United States at the hearing of the cause, and notwithstanding 
presentation of the resolution of the Legislature and argument and 
request on my part that the suit be disposed of on its merits, the Court 
held that the tender of the money and the deposit in bank to the credit 
of the State had the effect of extinguishing the obligation, and refused 
to pass upon the questions sought to be determined. The case is reported 
in 149 U. S. 308. When the remittitur was sent down the money was 
paid into the State Treasury. 

When I was nominated for Attorney-General I stated to the nom- 
inating convention that if elected I would endeavor during my term of 
office to compel the railroad companies to pay their delinquent taxes. 
I am pleased to report that the promise has been redeemed, and the 
State is now in a fair way of obtaining all the railroad taxes. When 
my term of office ends this whole matter will in all probability have 
been disposed of. Such taxes assessed for the years following 1887 have 
all been paid. I may say further that there remains no doubt but that 
the provisions of the State Constitution regarding railroad taxation are 
not in conflict with any of the provisions of the Federal Constitution. 



OAKLAND WATER FRONT CASES. 

In my former report I stated as follows upon this Subject: 
" Application has been made to me by citizens of the city of Oakland 
to bring an action on behalf of the People of the State to investigate the 
claim of title made by the corporation known as the Oakland Water 
Front Company to what is termed the water front of said city, and to 
inquire by what authority the Board of Trustees of the town of Oakland 
undertook to convey said water front to be held as private property, and 
what right said company has in and to said property. 

" By an Act of the Legislature entitled *An Act to incorporate the town 
of Oakland, and to provide for the construction of wharves thereat,' 
approved May 4, 1852, the town of Oakland was incorporated, the cor- 
porate powers being vested in a Board of Trustees, and power was 
"Conferred on such Board to authorize the construction of wharves, docks, 
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piers, and slips, and to regulate the same; and it is declared in that Act 
that with the view to facilitate the construction of wharves and other 
improvements, the lands lying within the limits of the town, between 
high tide and ship channel, were thereby granted and released to said 
town, and that said lands should be retained by said town as common 
property, or disposed of for the purposes aforesaid. 

" On the 18th of May, 1852, just two weeks from the time the Act was 
approved which created the town of Oakland, the Board of Trustees of 
that town adopted an ordinance which purported to sell, grant, and 
release unto Horace W. Carpentier, and to his assigns, the water front of 
said town; that is to say, all the lands lying within the limits of the 
town of Oakland between high tide and ship channel, together with all 
the right, title, and interest of the town of Oakland therein; and said 
ordinance directed that the President of the Board should execute a con- 
veyance of said water front to Carpentier in accordance with the provis- 
ions of that ordinance, and on the 31st of May, 1852, said President 
attempted, by deed, to convey said water front to Carpentier. 

" On the 27th of August, 1853, said Board of Trustees passed another 
ordinance for the purpose of further assuring the title to said water front 
to Carpentier, and to his legal representatives. 

" The Oakland Water Front Company claimed to have acquired, under 
said Carpentier, the absolute title to said water front. 

**The city of Oakland was incorporated, as the successor of the town 
of Oakland, by an Act of the Legislature, approved March 25, 1854. 
The Council of said city has at different times inaugurated measures to 
dispute the claim of that company to said water front, but such proceed- 
ings have been followed by attempts by the Council of said city to con- 
firm the title of that company to that property. 

"At the present time there is great desire on the part of the citizens 
of Oakland to have the controversy concerning the control and owner- 
ship of the water front judicially determined and finally settled between 
the public and that company. I am of the opinion that the most effectual 
method of accomplishing this is by an action in favor of the People of 
the State, and I should have brought the suit before this, but no fund 
has been provided by the Legislature to meet the expenses thereof. 

"Among the questions that would be raised by such an action would be: 

" 1. What right the Legislature had to grant this land which lies 
between high tide and ship channel? 

" 2. What was the nature of the title which was granted by the town 
of Oakland by the Act of March 4, 1852? 

" 3. What was the purpose for which the grant was made? 

" 4. What authority had that town to make the grant of such prop- 
erty to an individual to be held by him and his grantee as private 
property? 

" 5. What was the force and effect of the ordinances that had been 
adopted by the town and city of Oakland, designed to confer upon Car- 
pentier and his assigns the ownership of the water front? 

" 6. What was the effect of said deed made by the President of the 
Board of Trustees of that town? 

" 7. Also, what was the effect of the subsequent Acts of the Legisla- 
ture, which are claimed by that company to have confirmed its title to 
the water front? In this connection it will be remembered that by Sec- 
tion 10 of the Act approved March 5, 1861 (an Act to amend an Act 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 9 

incorporating the city of Oakland), it was enacted that the ordinances 
of the town of Oakland were thereby ratified and confirmed. The Leg- 
islature also passed an Act, approved March 28, 1868, entitled *An Act 
to enable the city of Oakland to settle its controversy,' under which 
Act the City Council of said city passed ordinances intended to further 
confirm that company's title to that property. 

" 8. Whether the so-called deed by the town of Oakland was anything 
more than the individual deed of the President of the Town Council, 
and whether the town granted more than a mere life estate to Carpen- 
tier? The law at that time required the use of the word* heirs' in 
order to convey more than a life estate, and these words were not used 
in the deed. 

" 9. Whether the judgments in favor of the company against the city 
of Oakland are of any effect, in view of the fact that they were by con- 
sent or collusive, and in view of the provisions of Article XV of the 
State Constitution? 

*' This water front is of great value, and the doubts which now prevail 
in respect to the title to the same are very detrimental to the interests 
of the city of Oakland, and the question where the title and control of 
this water front rest should be speedily determined. . 

" If the Oakland Water Front Company has a perfect title, that fact 
should be established; but if on the other hand the transfer of title by 
the town of Oakland to Carpentier and others was in violation of the 
Act of the Legislature granting the property in trust to the town of 
Oakland, or if it only transferred a life estate, it is a matter which 
should be determined at an early day. 

" I am inclined to the opinion that neither the Oakland Water Front 
Company, nor the parties now in litigation with that company, are the 
owners of any portion of said water front, but that by reason of the vio- 
lation of the trust by the town, and afterwards by the city of Oakland, 
the title has reverted to the State, and a suit should be brought in the 
name of the People of the State of California to determine said trust. 
A suit of this character would involve considerable expense to the State. 
An abstract would be required to show the proper parties to be made 
defendants. This would cost probably $3,000. Many witnesses would 
have to be subpoenaed, whose fees and traveling expenses would have to 
be paid, as would also the costs .of Court, jury fees, and the traveling 
and incidental expenses of the Attorney- General. 

"In view of the importance of this question to the State and the 
city of Oakland, I suggest that the Legislature make a sufficient appro- 
priation to cover the expenses of such a proceeding, which, including 
abstract, would be at least $10,000. If such an appropriation be passed, 
I will push the matter vigorously, and I think the State would ulti- 
mately establish her title, or at least determine the nature and extent 
of the trust. Then by the passage of proper laws the water front can 
be used for the purpose originally intended — navigation and commerce — ^^ 
opening up to the city of Oakland and the county of Alameda a new 
era of progress and prosperity by giving to all railroad companies and 
manufacturing establish inents terminal and other facilities." 

Soon after making my report on this mattter, to wit: On December 
5, 1892, the Supreme Court of the United States rendered a decision in 
the celebrated Chicago Water Front case, entitled Illinois Central Rail- 
road Company vs. Illinois, reported in 146 U. S. 387, bearing out my 
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views on this question. The object of that litigation was to determine 
the rights, respectively, of the State of Illinois, of the city of Chicago, 
and of the Railway Company in land, submerged or reclaimed, in front 
of the water line of the city on Lake Michigan. 

Upon my suggestion a bill was introduced before the Legislature of 
1893 to make an appropriation to carry on the proposed litigation, but 
on account of seemingly conflicting interests between San Francisco and 
Oakland, the bill was not passed. After the adjournment of the Legis- 
lature the water front matter became much complicated by private suits, 
and after a consultation with you, it was determined to investigate this 
matter and have the controversy settled, if possible. The estimate of 
expenses as given in the report was based upon proposals of several 
firms of searchers of records in the county of Alameda to make a com- 
plete abstract of said water front for the sum of $3,000. Afterwards 
I ascertained that a complete abstract could be had for a much smaller 
amount. One was secured at a cost of about $1,500, paid out of the 
appropriation *'For costs and expenses in suits wherein the State is 
an interested party." When the abstract had been thoroughly exam- 
ined, I reported to you that in my judgment actions could be maintained 
by the State for the recovery of the water front. I also suggested that 
Hon. A. R. Cotton, a gentleman of learning and experience in the law, 
be associated with me in the litigation. The plan was to bring two 
actions, one in the Superior Court of the county of Alameda, against the 
city of Oakland and all persons and corporations claiming interest in 
said property, and another suit in the Supreme Court of the United States 
against the Southern Pacific Company, a corporation organized under 
the laws of the State of Kentucky, which had leased portions of the 
water front itrom the Oakland Water Front Company and the railroad 
companies claiming an interest therein for a period of ninety-nine years. 

It was thereafter determined to proceed with the litigation, and on 
October 6, 1893, an action was instituted in Alameda County, and on 
the 30th day of October, 1893, an application was filed with the United 
States Supreme Court at Washington, D. C, for leave to file a bill in 
equity, and that a subpoena issue to the defendant in a case entitled 
^^The State of California, by its Attorney • General, Wm. H. H. Hart, 
plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific Company (a corporation), defendant." On 
November 6th following, the application was granted, the bill was filed, 
and subpoena was issued on the 9th day of November, 1893, returnable 
on the first Monday of March, 1894. 

After further considering the subject with my associate. Judge Aylett 
R. Cotton, it was deemed advisable to file an amended bill. The Court 
allowed this to be done, and it was filed oh March 5, 1894. Service of 
the subpoena was duly made upon the President of the company, C. P. 
Huntington, at New York. The defendant answered the amended bill, 
and replication to the answer was thereafter duly filed. 

The city of Oakland at that time made application to be made a 
party to said proceeding, to which application I made objection on the 
ground that if the city were made a party the Cou'rt would lose juris- 
diction, as the controversy would not then be between a State and a 
citizen of another State. My objection was sustained, but, the parties 
to the action consenting thereto, the Court made an order that the city 
of Oakland be allowed to offer in evidence maps and documents illustra- 
tive of the claim of title of the city to the water front. 
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On April 30, 18D4, the Court appointed the Hon. Wm. A. Maury as 
Commissioner of said Court, to proceed to California and take such 
testimony in said proceeding as might be offered by either of the parties 
to said action, and to receive and return such documents and maps 
illustrative of the alleged title of the city of Oakland as said city might 
deem proper to offer. The taking of the testimony was commenced on 
July 19, 1894, and continued from day to day until August 11, 1894. 
It was full and complete, the printed record consisting of 1,156 pages, 
and the manuscript record and testimony taken consisting of over 2,200 
pages. All the facts and evidence bearing upon the question were pre- 
sented. I determined that nothing should be overlooked. I hand you 
a copy of the record with this report. 

I engaged W, B. Matthews, Esq., a distinguished lawyer of Washing- 
ton, D. C, as assistant counsel, to appear before the Court when motions 
were pending, so that I would not be required to journey to Washington 
at a heavy expense to attend to such detail matters. 

At my request, and on my motion made to the Supreme Court on Octo- 
ber 16, 1894, the cause was advanced for hearing, and the hearing and 
trial is set for December 17, 1894, when I shall endeavor to be present. 

In view of the recent decisions of the Court I am convinced the people 
will be entirely satisfied with the ultimate outcome of the litigation, and 
that the State will prevail in the action and recover the property, unless 
the various suits, compromises, and ordinances instituted and passed by 
the city of Oakland have so complicated matters as to prevent the case 
being heard upon its merits. 

I have had prepared a set of maps giving the topography and exact 
location of San Antonio Creek, the Bay of San Francisco, the water 
front of Oakland, etc., which will enlighten the Court as to the exact 
condition of affairs. 

I think it proper to set out in this report what I deem to be the true 
position of the People of the State in this matter. The Pacific terminus 
of the Central Pacific Railroad, as well as that of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad, is practically at the city of Oakland, freight and passengers 
destined for San Francisco being carried across the bay in boats. The 
city of Oakland contends that this water front belongs to it, and that 
it has the right to control it and fix the rates of toll and wharfage and 
use the revenue derived therefrom in defraying the expenses of the city 
government; while, on the other hand, my contention is that the city 
should not control the water front, nor fix nor collect the tolls, wharfage, 
or dockage, but that the whole matter should be controlled by the State 
of California through a Board of Harbor Commissioners. As a matter 
of fact, although this property in controversy is called the " Oakland 
Water Front," it is of greater importance to the city of San Francisco 
than to the city of Oakland. All passengers and freight coming from 
the interior of this State and overland destined for San Francisco must 
cross this "water front," and the same is true of all passengers and 
freight leaving San Francisco for the interior of the State and overland 
over the Southern Pacific system of railroads (the only overland lines); 
while passengers and freight destined for Oakland can be delivered 
from the lines of road without passing over said " water front." And 
should it be under the control of the city, and the city have the right 
to fix and collect tolls and dockage on freight, it would be a tax 
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upon the commerce of the city of San Francisco and a discrimination 
against it. 

In the event of a decision in favor of the State, the State should con- 
trol it. It should be under the jurisdiction of a Board of Harbor Com- 
missioners having supervision over the bay of San Francisco, one to be 
selected from each of the cities of Oakland and San Francisco and one 
at large. This would end the difficulty and prevent discrimination 
against either of the two cities. 

The action commenced in the Superior Court of Alameda County was 
entitled People of the State of California vs. The Oakland Water Front 
Company, and sorrie eighty-three other defendants. An amended com- 
plaint was filed on December 26, 1893, and all defendants were thereafter 
served with summons. Demurrers to said amended complaint were inter- 
posed by various defendants, and after argument the same were by the 
Court sustained, and judgment was entered March 5, 1894, in favor of 
defendants and against plaintift". An appeal from the judgment was 
forthwith taken. The case on appeal has been briefed and is now pend- 
ing in the Supreme Court of this State. 

Another important case, involving the water front of the City of San 
Diego, is pending in the Supreme Court, entitled Klauher vs. Higgins et 
aL, the State Board of Harbor Commissioners for the Bay of San Diego 
being parties thereto. I have filed a brief in their behalf, and this will 
probably be the first action involving water front matters to be reached 
in the Supreme Court of this State. 



COULTERVILLE AND YOSEMITE TURNPIKE COMPANY vs. 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA.— ROBERT C. BALL vs. STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA. 

These cases had not been finally disposed of on the date of my last 
report, wherein they are referred to at length. The former action was 
appealed to the Supreme Court, and the decision of the lower Court in 
favor of the State was affirmed. 

The latter case was tried before Hon. Wm. T. Wallace, Judge of the 
Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco, Department 
No. 6, and his decision was in favor of the State. More than a year 
has expired since the rendition of the judgment; no appeal has been 
taken, and it therefore can be expected that no further action will be 
taken. These two cases involved over $175,000. 

PEOPLE Ex Rel. SCEARCE vs. THE COUNTY OF GLENN. 

As Attorney-General I refused to grant leave to bring suit in the 
name of the People to test the legality of the creation of the county of 
Glenn. Application was afterwards made to you asking that I be over- 
ruled in the matter. Arguments were made before us pro and con, and 
finally, against my objections, you decided that the action should be 
brought. In accordance with your written direction I permitted the 
name of the People to be used. 

The suit was brought in the Superior Court of Sacramento County, 
and the decision was in favor of the county of Glenn. An appeal was 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 13 

taken to the Supreme Court, and therein the original opinion which I 
rendered in the matter was sustained. The case is reported in 100 
Cal. 419. 

The suit delayed the construction of a court-house by the county, and 
entailed a heavy expense on both Glenn and Colusa Counties. How- 
ever, the law as laid down in that case and in the case of People vs. 
McFadden, 81 Cal. 489, determines the power of the Legislature in regard 
to the creation of new counties, and no future litigation need be had on 
those questions. 

INDIAN WAR BONDS. 

On this subject I desire to repeat what I said in the report of 1892, viz.: 
. " The suit of Sawyer vs. Colgan, Controller of State, was brought in 
the Superior Court of Sacramento County to recover principal and 
interest on a certain bond and coupons issued by this State, pursuant 
to Acts of the State Legislature, approved February 15, 1851, and May 
3, 1852, providing for creating indebtedness to suppress Indian wars. 
Under these Acts and supplemental Acts this State issued and sold 
$838,100 of bonds, of which $200,000 bore interest at 12 per cent per 
annum, and the balance at 7 per cent per annum. 

"On September 1, 1856, the United States paid on this indebtedness 
$914,071 02. Subsequently, by special statutes, this State paid certain 
of the remaining indebtedness. There is at the present time outstand- 
ing and unpaid the following: 

Bonds of 1861 $3,000 00 

Interest on same, from date to maturity 3,531 00 

Bonds of 1862 16,300 00 

Interest on same, from date to maturity .^ 8,701 81 

Coupons now outstanding, from January 1, 1854, to September 1, 1856, from 

bonds of 1861 63,040 00 

Coupons, from January 1, 1854, to September 1, 1856, from bonds of 1852.. 110,282 66 

" These obligations have been determined to be just and legal claims 
against the State. The owners now seek to recover these obligations, 
and interest thereon from maturity. The interest amounts to more 
than double the face of the bonds and coupons, as above set forth, and 
if the suit had been won by the plaintiff it would have taken at least 
$600,000 to pay these bonds and coupons. In my judgment, the State 
is not liable for this interest {United States vs. North Carolina, 136 
TJ. S. 211), but it is equitably and legally liable for the face of the bonds 
and coupons, as above set forth. The State can now settle the indebted- 
ness for the face of the bonds and coupons, -without interest, and will be 
enabled to recover the amount paid back from the General Government; 
but if not settled now, the time will come, sooner or later, when the 
people may be compelled to pay the same, including annual interest to 
date of payment; hence, I suggest that the matter ought to be settled 
and disposed of while the owners are willing to accept the face of the 
bonds and coupons. In this case, Sawyer vs. Colgan, the Superior Court 
of Sacramento County held that the plaintiff was not entitled to recover, 
because there was no appropriation. From this decision the plaintiff 
appealed, and the case is now pending in the Supreme Court." 

The Supreme Court reversed the decision of the lower Court, and held 
that the State was liable for the bonds of 1851, and also practically 
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decided that it was liable for the bonds issued under the Act of 1852 
still outstanding, and beyond the amount appropriated by Congress for 
their payment. 

Another case, Molineaux vs. State of California^ was recently com- 
menced in Sacramento County to recover interest upon said bonds. The 
case was decided adversely to the State, and an appeal has been taken. 
In view of the decision in Sawyer vs. Colgan, probably the best that can 
be done is to secure a modification of the judgment regarding the allow- 
ance of interest. It appears that the Act of 1893 (Statutes of 1893, p. 
57) declares that a person recovering a judgment against the State 
upon any obligation for which he is permitted, to bring suit would be 
entitled to interest thereon from the date of maturity of the obligation. 
This was not so before the passage of said Act. Said Act, in so far as it 
attempts to allow interest on claims for a time anterior to its passage, is 
unconstitutional, being retroactive and in violation of Sections 31 and 
32 of Art. IV of the Constitution. 



BANKS AND BANKING IN CALIFORNIA.— THE PANIC OF 1893. 

Pacific Bank of San Francisco. 

The Bank Commissioners made their first report concerning said bank 
to me on July 10, 1891, showing the financial condition thereof on the 
9th day of July, 1891, at the close of business. The total resources 
were given at $4,538,741 56, and the total liabilities were placed at the 
same figure. 

On December 10, 1891, another report was made, placing its total 
resources and liabilities at $4,974,353 86. 

Again a report was made October 25, 1892, received by me November 
3d, showing the condition of the bank on October 24, 1892, at the close 
of business. The total resources were placed at $4,804,574 58, total lia- 
bilities the same. 

These reports were in the usual form, and none of them indicated that 
the Pacific Bank was in a precarious condition or was doing an unsafe 
business. 

On November 3, 1892, I received the following letter, viz.: 

Office of Board of Bank Commissioners, November 2, 1892. 
Hon. W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-General : 

Dear Sir: We beg to inclose copy of our letter of instructions to the Pacific Bank, 
dated December 11, 1891, and also copy of letter to the bank's officers, dated October 29, 
1892. These documents are sent to you in compliance with Section 11 of an Act creating 
this Board of Bank Commissioners. 

Yours respectfully, 

BOARD OF BANK COMMISSIONERS, 

B. McL. Hardisty, Secretary. 

The copy of letter of instructions, dated December 11, 1891, was 
inclosed in the Commissioners' letter of November 2, 1892, and the same 
was not sent to me until nearly a year after it was addressed to the 
Pacific Bank. I had not been notified that such a communication had 
been sent to the bank, nor had I then been informed that the Commis- 
sioners questioned the availability of any of the assets of the bank. 

On December 1, 1892, a private official communication, signed by the 
Secretary of the Bank Commissioners, was forwarded to me, which 
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showed the good and available assets of the bank to be $2,902,338 41, 
with liabilities, exclusive of the liabilities to stockholders, amounting to 
$2,884,168 71, leaving remaining $18,179 70 of the capital stock and 
surplus for the benefit of the stockholders, in addition to the doubtful 
assets, which the officers of the bank claimed to be good. This com- 
munication was not signed by the Commissioners, neither was it a noti- 
fication advising the closing of the bank, or that it was insolvent, or 
doing an unsafe business, but was merely a memorandum to aid me in 
my investigation and in compelling the officers of the bank to remedy 
the irregularities complained of. I immediately investigated the con- 
dition of affairs and found. that if the bank should then be closed its 
fall would also cause the suspension of the People's Home Savings Bank 
of San Francisco, to which it was then largely indebted. There was 
also due to depositors, banks, and bankers, the sum of $2,884,168 71. 
Counsel was taken with men well versed in banking, particularly with 
I. W. Hellman, Esq., of San Francisco, and Major Geo. H. Bonebrake, 
of Los Angeles, the case being stated, but the name of the institution 
being withheld, and I was advised to give ample time for the irregulari- 
ties to be remedied, and that to close a bank at that time would in all 
probability cause widespread disaster. The officers of the bank were 
warned to bestir themselves forthwith, and were especially instructed to 
pay the People's Home Savings Bank in full, which they promised to do 
if given reasonable time. The latter institution had recently deposited 
a large sum of money with the former, there being due it from the Pacific 
Bank the sum of $638,000. 

The officers requested time in which to sell the real estate and carry 
out the instructions contained in the Commissioners' letter. 

I concluded, after consulting the Bank Commissioners, that ninety 
days would be a reasonable time to grant the bank to better its condi- 
tion. Shortly thereafter the officers of the bank made a sworn state- 
ment and report to the Commissioners as to the condition of the bank 
on the 1st day of January, 1893, which showed that the assets were in a 
much improved condition and that the bank had on hand cash balances 
of $806,476 20, equivalent to over 40 per cent of the deposits therein. 
The ninety days expired about April 1, 1893, at which time it became 
necessary for me to proceed to Washington, D. C, to argue the railroad 
tax cases before the United States Supreme Court, but before my departure 
I made an investigation as to what had been done regarding the instruc- 
tions of the Commissioners. The assets were in much better condition 
than they were in the latter part of December, 1892. I again consulted 
with the Bank Commissioners, and they believed that the bank would 
be able to get in such shape as to meet all of its liabilities in the ordinary 
course of business; and I believe that had it not been for the panic 
which afterwards began in New York there would have been no difficulty. 
Had the bank been crowded at this time the panic would have been pre- 
cipitated in San Francisco and credit of the State damaged, whereas the 
panic began in the East, while California retained its credit. 

The officers of the bank promised to bring its afiairs into better con- 
dition ; at this time the debt due the People's Home Savings Bank had 
been materially reduced. I departed for Washington about April 14th, 
and did not return until May 26th following. The financial panic had 
begun in the East, and it continued thereafter for several months; the 
Pacific Bank was caught in the crash and closed its doors on June 22, 
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1893. In July, after the bank had suspended, the Commissioners 
reported the book assets to be $3,792,630 39, with liabilities, including 
capital stock and reserve fund, in the same amount. From the assets 
they deducted $48,454 64, leaving the book assets at $3,744,084 75, of 
which amount they found $1,648,907 50 to be doubtful, the total 
available assets being placed at $2,095,177 17. There would be remain- 
ing, therefore, for the benefit of the stockholders, a surplus of $227,135 72. 

The last report shows that from October, 1892, to the time the bank 
suspended, it had reduced its liabilities in the amount of $1,216,127 36, 
and had increased its excess of available capital $208,956 02. Had the 
bank been closed in October, 1892, there would have been due depositors 
and banks and bankers, $2,884,158 71, whereas at the time of its sus- 
pension this amount had been reduced to $1,684,145. In the meantime, 
also, the debt due the People's Home Savings Bank had been almost 
entirely liquidated or secured. 

If the .stockholders had acted in harmony, and if assessments had 
been levied on its stock in accordance with my suggestions, the bank 
could have resumed, an^ with good managenient it should again have 
been placed on a sound financial footing. 

I announced to the officers of the bank that I intended to bring suit 
to prevent it from transacting further business unless the bank should 
be conducted in accordance with my suggestions; but instead of levying 
assessments on its capital stock and resuming, the officers arranged 
with some of the creditors of the bank to bring a suit against it to place 
it in involuntary insolvency, under the Insolvent Act of 1880. Such 
a petition was filed and the officers of the bank appeared in said 
proceeding and filed an answer confessing the insolvency of the bank, 
and they permitted a decree of insolvency to be entered. The Sheriff of 
the City and County of San Francisco was appointed receiver to take 
charge of said bank. Deeming that such a course by the officers of the 
bank was not warranted and that the Insolvent Act of 1880 did not 
apply to banks, and believing that the Bank Commissioners, under the 
Act of 1878, and the amendments thereto, had ample power to manage 
banks both solvent and insolvent, I filed a petition in the Supreme 
Court of this State in the name of the People, upon the relation of the 
Bank Commissioners and the Attorney-General, against the Superior 
Court and J. J. McDade, Sheriff of the City and County of San 
Francisco, to have that question determined. The matter was heard in 
the Supreme Court and the Court decided that the Insolvent Act of 1880 
did not apply to banks, and that the law creating and governing the 
Board of Bank Commissioners provided a complete system and remedy 
for the examination, control, and management of banks, solvent and 
insolvent, also annulling the proceedings of the Superior Court in the 
matter of the Pacific Bank, an insolvent. (100 Cal. Reports, p. 105.) 

The Court also decided that a receiver could not be appointed upon 
the application of the Bank Commissioners or Attorney-General. {S, F. 
Long vs. Superior Court, 102 Cal. 449.) 

Suit was then brought in the name of the People, ex rel. Board of 
Bank Commissioners, to prevent the bank from transacting further 
business and have it declared insolvent, and as the officers had admitted 
its insolvency the prayer was granted. The bank is now in process of 
liquidation under the direction of the Board of Bank Commissioners. 
The institution is now without doubt being properly managed, and 
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ample time being given to realize upon its assets to the best advantage, 
it is to be hoped that all claims against it will be paid in full and that 
something may be realized for the benefit of the stockholders. If this 
is not the case it will not be the fault of the law or of any State officer 
or officers, but* will resillt from the dishonesty and neglect of the man- 
agers of the bank previous to its suspension. 

The case of People vs. Superior Court, 100 Cal. 105, was of great im- 
portance to the banks and the people of this State, for had it been held 
that insolvency proceedings could have been taken against banks under 
the Insolvent Act of 1880, many of such proceedings would have been 
instituted, and the ' payment of excessive fees to keepers and assignees 
would have caused the ruin of many of the banks of this State. The 
construction put upon the law relating to banks has placed them in a 
secure position, and gives the Commissioners ample control of banks in 
liquidation, except that the Act should be amended so as to allow the 
Commissioners, when a bank is in a precarious condition, to .place in 
charge thereof some person to act for the Commissioners, so as to pre- 
serve the assets of the institution and prevent the officers of the bank 
from recklessly wasting or making way with the securities. The law 
as it is now construed does not act as a check upon officers of banks if 
they desire to extravagantly use the funds of the institution or abstract 
securities therefrom. The law should be so changed that the Bank Com- 
missioners in such cases would take and remain in charge until proper 
proceedings were had in Court to wind up the affairs of the bank, or 
until allowed to resume, if found to be in proper condition. 

People vs. McDade. 

After the financial panic had reached California, and after the suspen- 
sion of the Pacific Bank of San Francisco, and before the decision of the 
Supreme Court in the case of People vs. Superior Court, I ascertained 
that designing persons in San Francisco having deposits in savings banks 
in that city claimed that depositors could attach the assets of a savings 
bank, and take possession of the bank premises and' place keepers in 
charge. Learning that such action was contemplated against several of 
the banks, I determined to prevent it and have the question determined 
by the Courts. On the 24th of June, 1893, 1 began an action in the 
Superior Court of the City and County of San Francisco, in the name of 
the People of the State of California upon the relation of the Bank Com- 
missioners and Attorney-General, against J. J. McDade, Sheriff* of said 
city and county, to obtain an injunction restraining him from levying 
attachments upon any of the property of banks in said city and county. 
The injunction was granted and was served upon the Sheriff, and still 
remains in force. 

People's Home Savings Bank of San Francisco. 

A short time after the suspension of the Pacific Bank, the People's 
Home Savings Bank also closed its doors. The latter institution had 
been organized by and was under control of the stockholders of the 
former, and doubtless was incorporated for the purpose of obtaining 
savings deposits, which could not be withdrawn except on notice, to be 
used as a feeder to the Pacific Bank. 

After its doors were closed the Bank Commissioners made an exami- 

2hh 
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nation as to its condition, and their report to me showed that according 
to its books the resources were $2,421,927 39, with liabilities, including 
capital stock and reserve fund, of $2,421,927 39. This report was dated 
July 13, 1893; but the Commissioners in a separate statement estimated 
the total liabilities at $2,010,751 19, and the total value of all the assets 
at $2,090,210 96, a surplus of $79,469 77, after eliminating $331,716 43 
of what was classed " doubtful assets." This latter amount was made 
up by a deduction of 10 per cent on the mortgages held by the bank^ 
the deduction being $120,848 86; safe deposit vaults and uncollected 
interest, $24,000, etc. Under the laws of our State a savings bank can 
do business whenever its available assets exceed the amount of deposits. 
{Dallemand vs. 0. F. Savings Bank, 74 Cal. 598.) It was therefore the 
duty of the Attorney-General to permit the bank to resume. 

The week following my return from the East, November, 1893, where 
I had been required to go to argue State cases before the United States 
Supreme Court, complaints were made by depositors of the bank, in 
consequence of which, on said last mentioned day, I addressed a com-, 
munication to the honorable Board of Bank Commissioners, requesting 
them to make another examination of the institution. Their report was 
dated December 2, 1893, and was received by me two days later. The 
report was in the usual form, and also stated that many of the deposit- 
ors were demanding their deposits; that the expense of conducting the 
bank was excessive, considering the income; that favoritism had been 
shown certain of the depositors, and that in the opinion of the Commis- 
sioners it was unsafe for the corporation to continue to transact busi- 
ness. The total value of the available assets was placed at $1 ,749,118 49, 
with total liabilities, not including liabilities to stockholders, of 
$1,746,578 04, leaving a surplus as to depositors of $2,540 45, The 
doubtful assets, out of which it was presumed something could be real- 
ized, were placed at $335,475 68. Among the doubtful assets was 
included a certificate of deposit against the Pacific Bank, part of which 
was secured by a deed or mortgage upon the Pacific Bank premises, 
estimated by me as being worth at least $160,000, and this sum, in my 
judgment, should have been added to the available surplus. 

In justice to the Bank Commissioners it may be stated that their 
complaints were well founded, but under the law the grievance was a 
matter within and subject to their discretionary control, as provided by 
Section 11 of the Bank Commissioners' Act, viz.: 

^' If such Commissioners, on examination of the affairs of any cor- 
poration mentioned in this Act, shall find that any such corporation 
has been guilty of violating its charter or law, or the provisions of this 
Act, or is conducting business in an unsafe manner, they shall, by an 
order addressed to the corporation so offending, direct discontinuance of 
such illegal and unsafe practices, and a conformity with the require- 
ments of its charter and of law under this Act," etc. 

But instead of requesting the Bank to discontinue its unsafe practices, 
the Commissioners saw fit to report the facts to me. 

My official duties at that time would not permit me to make unaided 
a minute personal examination of each asset of said bank; therefore, 
on December 6, 1893, I appointed Col. R. H. Warfield, a gentleman who 
had previously been engaged in banking in one of the cities of this 
State, and who was familiar with that business, to aid me in making an 
investigation. While the investigation was in progress the Superior 
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Court of the City and County of San Francisco decided that the Pacific 
Bank premises could be held by the People's Home Savings Bank as 
security for $200,000 certificates of deposit of the former bank held by 
the latter. Our examination was concluded on January 25, 1894, and 
the result was as follows: 

Statement of People's Home Savings Bank at the Close of Business, January 25, 1894, 



Assets. 



Liabilities. 



Loans on real estate, Calif or- ) 

nia [ $939,370 76 

Loans on real estate, Arizona ) 

Loans, collaterals 102,177 49 

Loans, commercial 36,133 53 

Stocks and bonds 367,000 00 

Real estate owned 288,335 98 

Safe Deposit vaults 18,000 00 

Furniture, fixtures, etc 11,772 44 

Cash on hand and in other 

banks 27,354 69 

Accrued interest on solvent 

loans 70,632 26 

Total assets $1,860,777 04 



Savings deposits $1,630,021 31 

Commercial deposits 3,541 81 

Capital stock paid up on 6,843 
snares (surplus as to deposit- 
ors) 227,213 92 



Total liabilities $1,860,777 04 



The officers of the bank and its attorneys then informed me that the 
expenses of the bank, including attorneys' fees and all other expenses, 
could be kept down to $2,500 per month, and being assured of that fact, 
after a conference with the Bank Commissioners, it was determined to 
allow the bank to continue business. The bank accordingly resumed 
transaction of business, but it was not long before more complaints were 
made, and another investigation was ordered by me. The Commissioners 
reported in April, 1894, that by reason of the failure of crops throughout 
the State and inability of the bank to collect moneys due it, the officers 
had directed the foreclosure of about nine tenths of all the mortgages 
held by it, increasing thereby the expenses of the bank in the course of 
four months to an amount aggregating $90,000, instead of $2,500 per 
month, as agreed by the officers. It was also found that fictitious pay- 
ments had been made, and it was deemed that the interests of the depos- 
itors demanded that the bank be put in liquidation. Such proceedings 
were taken and the institution is now in process of liquidation. Whether 
the depositors will be paid in full will depend largely upon the bank's 
management and upon the time given in which to realize upon its assets 
to the best advantage. The bank's debtors should be allowed ample 
time, considering the business depression, to make their payments, 
otherwise they may be unable to do so, and the bank be put to further 
expense in collecting what is due it and be burdened with unproductive 
property. 

The history of this bank shows that many of its depositors placed 
money therein with the view of withdrawing it at their pleasure, and at 
the same time receive interest thereon. At least one half of the deposits 
made in that bank should have been made in a commercial bank. The 
depression coming on, and the confidence of the people in such institu- 
tions being shaken, they began making withdrawals, to find, to their 
sorrow, that the money had been invested, and was not on hand. 

It is thought that the banking laws of the State should be so amended 
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as to prohibit savings and commercial banks from having a business 
connection, unless the savings banks exact the same security from com- 
mercial banks as they do from other customers when making loans. 

Money Panic op 1893. 

During the financial crisis of 1893, the number of national banks in 
the United States, other than in California, which suspended was 158, of 
which number 86 resumed payment. In California 6 national banks 
closed, 5 of which resumed, there being but 1 failure. 

In the United States, other than in California, 172 commercial banks 
suspended, 49 of which resumed, leaving the failures at 123. Ih this 
State 19 commercial banks suspended, 17 of which resumed payment, and 
there were but 2 failures. 

Of savings banks in the United States, other than in California, the sus- 
pensions were 47; resumptions, 10; failures, 37. In our State, 2 savings 
banks suspended, and both were failures. 

The total failures in this State were 1 national bank, 2 commercial 
banks, and 2 savings banks. 

On pages 476-506 of the Bank Commissioners' report are statements 
of eighteen banks in liquidation, but with the exception of those above 
enumerated they were placed in liquidation voluntarily, and the 
depositors will be paid in full. 

Attention is called to the fact that the custom has been aflopted in 
this State to organize savings banks in connection with small commercial 
banks. This practice is detrimental to the public interest and should be 
prohibited. A savings bank should confine its business strictly to the 
legitimate business of such institutions, so that the failure of a commer- 
cial corporation shall not aftect its credit. 

Considering the widespread panic of 1893, California banks were very 
fortunate. In California no clearing-house certificates were issued, while 
in the Eastern States they were issued to a large number, viz.: 

New York $41,406,000 00 

Boston - 11,448,000 00 

Philadelphia 11,000,000 00 

Baltimore 1,496,000 00 

Pittsburg 987,000 00 

Buffalo , .-.?. - 926,000 00 

Detroit 600,000 00 

New Orleans 1,029,000 00 

Total $68,789,000 00 

Besides these there were issued by Eastern banks and merchants 
certified checks and orders of the denomination of $1, $2, $4, $5, and $10 
by thousands of private firms and banks, running from one to six months 
from date, and payable in merchandise or money, and these were used 
in place of coin to an amount estimated at $100,000,000. 

I consider that the issuance of clearing-house certificates and the 
certified checks mentioned above is indicative of the weakness of the 
banks in the localities where they were issued. California was not 
required to resort to such methods, and this, I think, proves conclusively 
that our banking system is on a sounder financial basis than the system 
in the localities mentioned. 

I herewith submit the following table, which has been compiled from 
official data and reports. Figures in the columns headed "U. S." are 
for all of United States, not including California: 
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Comparative Statement of Number of Failures of Banking Institutions throughout the 
United States during the Financial Panic of 1S9S, embracing the year ending Decem- 
ber SI, 189S. 





National 
Banks. 


State 
Banks.. 


Savings 
Banks. 


Private 
Banks. 


Total. 


H 




cl 


p 


p 

Cl 
OQ 


p 

1 


p 

Cl 


p 


p 


p 




P 

f 


Suspensions 


158 
86 


6 
5 


172 
49 


19 
17 


47 
10 


2 
None 


198 
None 


None 
None 


675 
145 


27 
22 


oa? 


Resumptions 


167 






Failures 


72 


1 


123 


2 


37 


2 


198 


None 


430 


5 


435 







DEFICIENCY IN BANK COMMISSIONERS' APPROPRIATION. 

During the financial crisis of 1893 a number of banks in this State 
suspended, and the Commissioners were compelled to keep constantly 
moving from place to place in order to make an examination of such 
corporations. By reason of this unexpected travel the Commissioners 
were compelled to expend $569 16 beyond the appropriation made for 
that purpose. In accordance with my advice, that amount was included 
in the assessment levied against banks to pay the expenses of the Com- 
mission, the Board of Examiners having granted leave to create the 
deficiency. The amount was collected and is on deposit with the Bank 
of California, to be used in the payment of this deficiency, if the Legis- 
lature makes an appropriation therefor. The appropriation should be 
made, as the expenses were necessarily incurred, and the payment of 
the amount will not increase taxation, for it has already been collected 
and is on hand. 

When the Board of Bank Commissioners was created there were but 
84 banks in this State subject to examination, and the assessment levied 
on them to pay the expenses of the Commission was 14 cents on each 
'$1,000 of deposits, while the number subject to examination is now 283, 
and the assessment is but 8 cents on each $1,000 of deposits. The work 
of the Commission has greatly increased, but there has been no increase 
of appropriation for the expenses of the Commissioners. 



FISHING IN STATE WATERS. 

My attention has several times be^n called, by members of the Fish 
Commission, to the destruction of small fish in the bay of San Francisco, 
and others waters of the State, by the Chinese and other foreigners. 
Large sums have been expended by the Commissioners to protect the 
fisheries, but the work of destruction still goes on and increases apace. 

Thousands of tons of small fish are annually exported by the Chinese 
alone, and the food supply of our own people is to that extent dimin- 
ished. The State, in my opinion, owns these fisheries, and the humblest 
fisherman in California, including the small boy known as the " wharf 
rat," is entitled to her protection. 

The bay of San Francisco, the streams flowing into it, and the ocean 
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outside the Heads are prolific of fish, but they will not long continue to 
afford a suflBcient supply at the present rate of destruction. I am there- 
fore of opinion that the Legislature should be advised to pass a law for- 
bidding foreigners the use of our waters for fishing purposes. Such an 
Act, if made applicable to the Chinese alone, might be obnoxious to the 
objection of being in contravention of the treaty with China — as not 
according to the Chinese equal rights and privileges with the subjects of 
the most favored nations. But if its provisions are general, and apply 
equally to all foreigners, the Act would not, in my opinion, conflict with 
the Constitution, or with any treaty stipulations. There can be no 
question, I think, as to the jurisdiction of California over the waters 
within her limits. 

Those limits are defined by the Constitution of 1849, as follows: 

Commencing at the point of intersection of the forty-second degree of north latitude 
with the one hundred and twentieth degree of longitude west from Greenwich, and run- 
ning south on the line of the said one hundred and twentieth degree of west longitude, 
untu it intersects the thirty-ninth degree of north latitude; thence running in a straight 
line in a southeasterly direction to the River Colorado at a point where it intersects the 
thirty-fifth degree of north latitude; thence down in the middle of the channel of said 
river to the boundary line between the United States and Mexico as established by the 
treaty of May 30, 1848; thence running west and along said boundary line to the Pacific 
Ocean, and extending therein three English miles; thence running in a northwesterly 
direction and following the direction oi the Pacific Coast to the forty-second degree of 
north latitude; thence on the line of said forty-second degree of north latitude to the 
place of beginning; also all the islands, harbors, and bays along and adjacent to the 
Pacific Coast. (Article XII, Constitution of 1849.) 

With her boundaries so established, California was admitted into the 
Union, September 9, 1850. They have not been changed since. Now, as 
to the power of the State to control the fisheries within those limits. On 
April 23, 1880, the Legislature of California passed an Act entitled "An 
Act relating to fishing in the waters of this State," which provided, 
among other things, that " aliens incapable of becoming electors of this 
State are hereby prohibited from fishing or taking any fish, lobsters, 
shrimps, or shell fish of any kind, for the purpose of selling or giving to 
another person to sell." This Act was declared unconstitutional by 
the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of California, 
Sawyer, C. J., on the grounds that it was in violation of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, and of Articles. 
5 and 6 of the treaty with China. Undoubtedly it was class legislation 
and discriminated against the Chinese, for it barred from the right to 
fish only those foreigners who were "incapable of becoming electors of 
this State." But the Supreme Court of the United States, in several 
cases, has upheld the power of the State to exclude all foreigners from 
taking fish within "her limits, or from interfering with her fisheries. 

In McCready vs. Virginia^ 94 U. S. 391, Chief Justice Waite, in deliv- 
ering the opinion of the whole Court, says: 

The principle has long been settled in this Court that each State owns the heds of 
all tidewaters within its jurisdiction, unless they have been granted awav. In like 
manner the States own the tidewaters themselves, and the fish m them, so. far as they 
are capable of ownership while running. For tnis purpose the State represents its 
people, and the ownership is that of the people in their united sovereignty. The title 
thus held is subject to the paramount right of navigation, the regulation .of which, in 
respect to foreign and interstate commerce, has been granted to the United States. 
There has been, however, no such grant of power over fisheries. These remain under 
the exclusive control of the State, which has consequently the right in its discretion to 
appropriate its tidewaters, and tnese beds to be used b^ its people as a common for 
taKing and cultivating fish, so far as it may be done without obstructing navigation. 
Such an appropriation is in effect nothing more than a regulation of the use by the 
people of their common property. The rights which the people of the State thus 
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acquire comes not from their citizenship alone, but from their citizenship and property 
combined. It is in fact a property right, and not a mere privilege or immunity of citi- 
zenship. * * * The planting of oysters in the soil covered by water owned in com- 
mon by the people of the State is not different in principle from that of planting com 
upon dry land held in the same way. Both are tor the jjurposes of cultivation and 
profit ; and if the State in the regulation of its public domain can grant to its own citi- 
zens the exclusive use of dry lands, we see no reason why it may not do the same thing 
in respect to such as are covered by water. 

In the still more recent case of Manchester vs. Massachusetts , decided 
March 16, 1891, the Supreme Court of the United States say: 

Included in this territorial jurisdiction (the jurisdiction of the State) is the right of 
control over fisheries, whether the fish be migratory free swimming fish, or free moving 
fish, or fish attached to or embedded in the soil. {Manchester vs. MassachusettSy 139 U. S. 
258.) 

GUARANTEE AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS. 

Many so-called guarantee and loan associations doing business in this 
State are foreign corporations operating without local restraint. There 
is no law compelling them to obtain license to do business, or to deposit 
security for the protection of members in this State, or providing for 
their examination. Some of the companies are organized on the princi- 
ple of a lottery; others on that of life insurance, so far as relates to for- 
feitures, and members by failing to pay monthly installments on the 
day they become due forfeit their investments without regard to how 
much has been paid in. Such companies are doing business in this and 
other States without any guarantee that they will fulfill their obliga- 
tions. Many of them are based upon provisions that no return is made 
to the investor for six years, and sometimes not for fifteen or twenty 
years. 

Some of these companies are merely lotteries, issuing bonds or certifi- 
cates containing a number of coupons to be paid for monthly. These 
coupons are nothing more than lottery tickets, and are sent to the home 
office where drawings take place, the result (winnings) being called 
loans instead of prizes. If the number drawing a loan is not repre- 
aented upon the certificate held by an investor he simply pays for 
another coupon, and continues to do so, the scheme being in reality 
worse than a lottery. 

Our citizens should be protected from such concerns. Those com- 
panies which are conducting business on the principle of a lottery 
shduld be prohibited from continuing their operations in this State; and 
other companies which are doing a legitimate business should first be 
required to obtain a license, and deposit with the Treasurer of State 
securities ample to protect resident investors, and be subject to exami- 
nation and under the control of the Bank Commissioners, or such other 
Commissioners as the Legislature may designate to supervise such cor- 
porations. 

BUILDING AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS. 

Under the laws governing building and loan associations it appears to 
have become the custom when members borrow money from an association 
that a mortgage is given upon property to secure the loan, at the same 
time an assignment being made of the shares of stock in the association 
to the association as additional security, and a proxy executed allowing 
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the association to vote the stock at subsequent elections, the result being 
that but few of the persons borrowing from an association vote at elec- 
tions. The Board of Directors thus have almost absolute power, and in 
many instances it is delegated to some one individual, often the Secretary 
of the association. Most of the difficulties of the associations result from 
this one-man power, and it seems to me the law should be amended so 
as to prevent such delegation of power to one person, and to prohibit the 
associations from demanding proxies permitting them to vote the stock 
so assigned. If this were prevented the stockholders could vote at elec- 
tions, although their stock was hypothecated to the association. 

At the last session of the Legislature a Board of Commissioners of the 
Building and Loan Associations was created. (Statutes of 1893, p. 229.) 
This is a very important commission and should be continued. Section 
9 of the law governing the commission provides that: 

Sec. 9. If the Commissioners, ui>on examination of any corporation nnder their 8ui>er- 
vision, they find that such corporation has been violating the provisions of law governing 
such associations, or is conducting its business in an unsafe manner, such as to render it& 
further proceeding hazardous to tne public, or to those having funds in its custody, they 
shall nomy the Attorney-General of such facts, and the Attorney-General, in his discre- 
tion, may apply to the Judge of the Superior Court of the county in which such corpora- 
tion is doing business, to issue an injunction restraining such corporation, in whole or in 
part, from further proceeding with its business until a nearine can be had. Such Judge 
may, in such application, issue such injunction, and after a full hearing, may dissolve or 
modify it, or maKe it perpetual, and may make such orders and decrees according to the 
course of proceedings in equity, to restrain or prohibit the further prosecution of the 
business oi the corporation, as may be needful in the premises ; and may appoint one or 
more receivers to take possession of its property and effects, subject to sucn directions 
as may from time to time be prescribed by the Court. 

I think this section should be modified so that when the Commis- 
sioners find that an association "is conducting its business in an unsafe 
manner," etc., and report to the Attorney-General, a meeting of the 
stockholders should be called, before the appointment of a receiver, and 
they be allowed to vote and determine for themselves the course to be 
taken. I cannot conceive how a building and loan association can be- 
come insolvent. It would owe no one but its own stockholders, and it 
appears to me that instead of closing it up in case of an impairment of 
its assets, thereby causing a loss to all its etockholders, they should have 
a voice in the matter and be allowed to determine for themselves whether 
a receiver should be appointed and the business of the association closed^ 
or the stock scaled down to cover the losses and the business continued. 



EIGHT-HOUR LAW. 

This office is frequently called upon to approve building contracts in 
behalf of the State and the bonds given for the proper performance of 
the contracts, and has refused to do so in every case where the contract 
failed to contain the provision that eight hours of labor shall constitute 
a day's work. 

Section 17 of Article XX of the State Constitution provides that 
"eight hours shall constitute a legal day's work on all public work," 
and this provision, as well as the other provisions of the Constitution^ 
should be carried out. I am forced to believe, however, that in many 
instances it has not been complied with, as there is no penalty provided 
for failure to do so. The Legislature should enact suitable laws provid- 
ing for a penalty or forfeiture of office where officers of the State having 
control of such work neglect to enforce this provision. 
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UNIFORM FEE BILL. 

No reason exists why the fees throughout the State should not be 
Tinif orm, so that a person knowing the fees in his county would know 
the fees in the other counties. It should cost no more to record a deed 
in Monterey County than in the City and County of San Francisco, nor 
more in Los Angeles County than in another county. A uniform fee 
bill would without doubt be beneficial. 

It is now almost impossible to keep track of the fee bills of the various 
counties, and the fact that almost every county has a separate fee bill 
has caused this oflBce and many county ofiicers a great deal of annoy- 
ance. A uniform fee bill would remedy the difficulty. 

It is true that in sparsely settled counties an officer might have to 
travel a greater distance than one in thickly settled counties, but this 
could be remedied by a fee for mileage to be allowed as personal com- 
pensation in addition to salary. The mileage should be sufficient to 
compensate the officer making the trip. For instance, a Sherift* travel- 
ing twelve miles in making a service should not receive as much there- 
for as one traveling one hundred miles. 

In fact, it would be well to fix the salaries of officers in all classes of 
counties at a minimum amount, with a certain number of assistants 
allowed, and in addition thereto a percentage of all fees collected, so 
as to enable them to employ additional help to keep pace with the 
increase of business resulting from a growing population. 

The compensation of the officers having in charge registration and 
revenue matters should be arranged so as to give them the necessary 
assistance to properly carry out the laws relating thereto. 

In this connection I desire to call attention to the case of People vs. 
M, D. Hamilton, decided by the Supreme Court on August 24, 1894. In 
view of this decision the law should be amended so as to require County 
Clerks and other officers immediately to pay into the county treasury 
all fees and deposits received by them in an official capacity. 

GOVERNMENT AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE CEN- 
TRAL PACIFIC AND WESTERN PACIFIC RAILROADS. 

LIABILITY OF THE ASSISTING COUNTIES AS ORIGINAL 
STOCKHOLDERS FOR THEIR PRO RATA SHARE OF THE 
INDEBTEDNESS OF THE COMPANIES TO THE UNITED 
STATES GOVERNMENT. 

Certain officials of one of the counties of this State, which, by sub- 
scriptions to the capital stock, aided in the construction of the road 
built by the Central Pacific Railroad Company, have called for my 
official opinion as to whether or not said county is liable for its propor- 
tion of any liability for aid given by the General Government in the 
construction of said road; whether the county is liable as a stockholder 
for its pro rata share of the indebtedness incurred by the company on its 
promise to pay said bonds and interest thereon to the United States. 

As this question is one of great interest to the counties giving such aid 
by subscriptions to the capital stock of the Central Pacific and Western 
Pacific Railroad Companies,. I have concluded to refer to the matter in 
this report. 
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In order to intelligently discuss the matter I have prepared the follow- 
ing statements, the headnotes of which fully explain their object, viz.: 

County Subscriptions to the Capital Stock of the Central Pacific Railroad Company 

of California. 



Name of County 
Subscribing:. 


Date of Sub- 
scription. 


No. of 
Shares. 


Date of Transfer. 


To Whom Transferred. 


Sacramento 

Placer 


May 18,1863 

June 5,1863 


3,000 
2,500 


April 12, 1870.... 
April 14, 1870.... 


D. 0. Mills & Co. 

D. 0. MUls&Co. 









County Subscriptions to the Capital Stock 


of the Western Pacific Railroad Company, 


Name of County 
Subscribing. 


Date of Sub- 
scription. 


No. of 

Shares. 


Date of Transfer. 


To Whom Transferred. 


San Joaquin 

Santa Clara 


May 16, 1863 

June 6,1863 


2,500 
1,500 


Nov. 28,1866.... 
Sept. 8, 1872 


Mrs. Kate D. McLaughlin. 
._. David D. Colton. 









United States Subsidy Bonds issued to the Western Pa^fic Railroad Company. 



Date of Issue. 



Amount. 



Capital Stock 

Ouistanding— 

Shares. 



January 24, 1867 . 
September 3, 1869 
October 29, 1869.. 
January 27, 1870 . 
January 8, 1872 -. 

Total 



$320,000 
320,000 

1,008,000 

322,000 

560 



54,000 
54,000 
79,000 
79,000 
79,000 



$1,970,560 



United States Subsidy Bonds issued to the Western Pacific Railroad Company. 



Date of Issue. 


Principal. 


Interest to 
Maturity— 
30 Years at 
6 Per Cent. 


Total. 


Total 
Number of 
Shares of 
the Capital 
Stock Out- 
standing. 


Propor- 
tional Lia- 
bility of 
Santa Clara 
County. 


January 24, 1867 


$320,000 
320,000 

1,008,000 

322,000 

560 


$676,000 
576,000 

1,814,400 

679,600 

1,008 


$896,000 
896,000 

2,822,400 

901,600 

1,568 


54,000 
64,000 
79,000 
79,000 
79,000 


$24,888 88 


September 3, 1869 


24,888 88 


October 29, 1869 

January 27, 1870 


53,589 87 
17,118 98 


January 8, 1872 


29 77 


Totals . . . 


$1,970,560 


$3,547,008 


$5,617,568 




$120,516 38 









The county of Santa Clara is the only one mentioned in the state- 
ment last above, San Joaquin County being omitted. Although the 
latter county on May 16, 1863, subscribed for 2,500 shares of the capital 
stock of the Western Pacific Railroad Company, said shares were on 
November 28, 1866, transferred to Mrs. Kate D. McLaughlin. Such 
transfer took place before the first issue of Government bonds for the 
benefit of said company, the first issue being January 24, 1867. 

San Joaquin County therefore escapes question as to liability on 
account of any ownership of shares of said capital stock. 
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United States Subsidy Bonds issued to the Central Pa^fic Railroad Company of California. 



Date of Issue. 


PrinclpaL 


Interest to 
Maturity— 
30Ye*irsat 
6 Percent. 


Total. 


Total Number of 
Shares of the 
Capital Stock 
Outstanding.. 


Proportional Liability of 
Counties. 


Sacramento. 


Placer. 


Mayl2, 1865- 


$1,268,000 

384,000 

256,000 

464,000 

640,000 

640,000 

320,000 

640,000 

320,000 

1,152,000 

.946,000 

320,000 

640,000 

1,184,000 

1,280,000 

1,120,000 

1,280,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

1,066,000 

1,333,000 

1,786,000 

1,314,000 

268,000 

1,510,000 

4,120 


|i^j!,2*->li00 

fj^+1,200 

4(Jl»,B0O 

«::(5,200 

1,152.000 

1,152.000 

57(1,000 

1,1S2.000 

57^:000 

2,073,tK)0 

i:7n2>oo 

57*^000 

1,152,000 

2,i:n,200 

2.304,000 

2,0ie,000 

2,304,000 

1,152,000 

L,152,(X)0 

l,lf,2.0iX3 

1,152;(j00 

i,imm 

1.152,000 
i; 152,000 
i:i52.000 
1,152;000 
!,91fl,800 
2,399,400 
3,214.800 
2,3G5,200 
4^2,400 
2,718,tK)0 
7,416 


13.522,400 
l,(^7o,2QO 

716,800 
1,299,200 
1,792,000 
I,7:t2.^.i00 

^1M>,000 
1,792,000 

S9^J,O0O 
3,2:25.<100 
2,(54^ OO 

Bh- OO 
1.7n- OO 
3„^irM:0O 
3,5f^l<:00 

:^,iaiv.iOO 

3,5.^4.^K)0 
1,792.(100 

1,792,000 
l,7r^2.(>00 
1,792.1.100 
i:792.ri00 
1,792.000 
1,792,(KX) 
1,792.(>00 
1,792,cj00 
2.9^4.>W 
3,7S2,400 

5;ooo.soo 

3.iJ7!:*,200 

7f>CU00 

4,228;000 

11,530 


15.432 

lip,u45 
19,045 

lauss 

S6,rp03 
52,249 

eE*,^;iis 

85,;^06 

140,174 

147.473 

IS 98 
IS 98 
157,898 
157,953 
157,953 
231,913 
231,913 
231,913 
231,913 
231,913 
231,918 
246,799 
246,801 
246,801 
246,801 
332,801 
332,801 
332,801 
332,801 
332,801 
401,651 
401,651 


$684,110 32 

169,367 29 

112,911 52 

204,544 74 

145,679 21 

102,891 92 

38,948 OS 

62,652 96 

19,176 17 

65,605 23 

53,880 25 

17,023 64 

34,047 29 

62,987 49 

68,070 81 

59,562 02 

46,362 21 

23,181 10 

23,181 10 

23,181 10 

23,181 10 

23,180 60 

21,782 63 

21,782 73 

21,782 73 

21,782 73 

26,906 17 

33,646 31 

46,079 19 

33,166 76 

6,764 40 

31,579 63 

86 12 


$670,091 93 


November8, 1865 

November 9, 1865 — . 
December 11, 1865... 

March 6, 1866 

July 10, 1866 


141,139 41 

94,092 73 

170,463 96 

121,399 34 

85,743 27 


October 31, 1866 

January 16, 1867 

October 25, 1867 

December 12, 1867.... 
June 10, 1868 


32,456 71 
52,210 80 
16,980 14 
54,671 02 
44,900 21 


July 11, 1868 


14,186 37 


August 5, 1868 

August 14, 1868 

September 12, 1868... 
September21, 1868... 

October 13, 1868 

October 28, 1868 

November 6, 1868.... 
Novemberl2, 1868... 
December 6, 1868 .... 
December 7, 1868 .... 
December 30. 1868... 

January 15, 1869 

January 29, 1869 

Februaryl7, 1869.... 
March2, 1869 

March 2, 1869 

May 28, 1869 


28,372 74 
52,489 57 
56,725 67 
49,635 00 
38,635 17 
19,317 58 
19,317 58 
19,317 58 
19,317 58 
19,317 16 
18,152 18 
18,152 28 
18,152 28 
18,152 28 
22,421 81 
28,037 76 
37,666 99 


July 16, 1869 


27,638 13 


July 16. 1869 

December 31, 1869.. -. 
November 28, 1869... 


5,637 00 

26,316 36 

71 77 


Totals 


$25,885,120 


$46,593,216 


$72,478,336 




$2,328,083 62 


$1,940,069 46 
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United States SuhMy Bonds issued to the Central Paeifie Railroad Company of California. 



Date of Issue. 




CapitalStock 

Outstand- 
ing—Shares. 



May 12. 1865 

Novembers, 1866.... 

November 9, 1865 

December 11, 1866 ... 

March 6, 1866 

July 10, 1866 

October 31, 1866 

January 16, 1867 

October 26, 1867 

December 12, 1867 ... 

June 10, 1868 

July 11, 1868 

August 6, 1868 

August 14, 1868 

September 12, 1868. .. 
September 21, 1868... 

October 13,1868 

October 28, 1868 

November 6, 1868...,. 
November 12, 1868... 

December 6, 1868 

December 7, 1868 .— . 
December 30, 1868 . . . 

January 2, 1872 

January 15, 1869 

January 29, 1869 

February 17, 1869..-. 

March 2, 1869 

March 2, 1869 

May 28, 1869 

July 16,1869 

July 16, 1869 

December 31, 1869... 

Total 



$1,268,000 

384,000 

256,000 

464,000 

640,000 

640,000 

320,000 

640,000 

320,000 

1,162,000 

946,000 

320,000 

640,000 

1,184,000 

1,280,000 

1,120,000 

1,280,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

*4,120 

640,000 

640,000 

640,000 

1,066,000 

1,333,000 

1,786,000 

1,314,000 

268,000 

1,510,000 



15,432 
19,045 
19,045 
19,056 



69,016 
85,806 
140,174 
147,473 
149,294 
157,898 
167,898 
157,898 
167,953 
157,953 
231,913 
231,913 
231,913 
231,913 
231,918 
231,918 
246,799 



246,801 
246,801 
246,801 
332,801 
332,801 
332,801 
332,801 



401,661 



$26,886,120 



*Thls completed the full amount of bonds to which the comi>any was entitled. 

Statement of United States Bonds issued to the Central Pa^fic Railroad Company of Cali- 
fornia, and the Western Pacipi Railroad Com^ny, showing Principal of same, and 
Interest paid thereon by the United States to June SO, 1894. 

(As shown by U. 8. Public Debt Statement, dated June 30, 1894.) 



Name of Railroad. 


Principal. 


Interest to 
June 30, 1894. 


Totol. 


Central Pacific 


$26,885,120 
1,970,560 


$40,536,734 47 
2,968,818 54 


$66,421,864 47 
4,939,378 54 


Western Pacific 




Totals 


$27,855,680 


$43,506,653 01 


$71,361,233 01 





Interest repaid by Companies ^. $7,733,069 34 

Sinking Funds in U. S. Treasury $6,464,786 56 

The foregoing statements disclose that the amount advanced to the 
Central Pacific Railroad by the Government through loan of its credit 
is $25,885,120; interest due to June 30, 1894, is $40,536,734 47; interest 
to maturity, thirty years at 6 per cent per annum, is $46,593,216; a 
grand total of $72,478,336. 

Sacramento and Placer Counties subscribed to the capital stock of 
the Central Pacific Railroad Company, and if liable to the General 
Government for their proportion of said total indebtedness, Sacramento 
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County would be required to pay $2,328,083 52, and Placer County 
$1,940,069 45. 

It is therefore seen that these questions are of great importance to the 
counties interested. 

While on this subject it may be well to consider the following ques- 
tions: 

1. If the bonds are foreclosed and the roads are bid in by the Govern- 
ment for the amounts due it, and it pays off the first mortgage bonds, 
would the subscribing counties be relieved from liability? My views are 
that they would be relieved. 

2. If the mortgages on these roads are foreclosed, and the Govern- 
ment purchases them and takes charge of and controls the roads, would 
rates and fares be then so fixed as to pay to the Government interest on 
the investment? If so, would it not have the effect of placing a mort- 
gage upon the products of this State and every portion of the territory 
adjacent to the railroad lines for such period of time as may be required 
to liquidate the indebtedness by the payment of such rate of interest as 
the Government may charge for the use of the money invested iji the 
roads? If not, would the whole people of the United States consent to 
be taxed to provide a cheap rate for passenger and freight traffic on the 
comparatively local line between San Francisco and Omaha, and not 
find fault because they could not all enjoy such advantages? 

3. Is it not true that the aid given these roads by the Government, 
as well as the aid given other lines, was a war measure so as to 
insure the completion of the roads and enable them to transport for the 
Government its troops, arms, and military supplies; and is it not also 
true that only upon this theory the measure was a constitutional one? 
There can be but little doubt that this was the case. Why, therefore, 
should the people of this State and those on the line of the roads be 
compelled, for probably the next one hundred years, to mortgage their 
industries and products to pay to the Government an indebtedness 
created as a war measure, while the balance of the indebtedness of the 
war is being liquidated by the whole people of the United States. If the 
indebtedness of the Pacific roads was created as a war measure, should 
not the whole people of the Union contribute towards its payment as 
they did towards the payment of other debts contracted as war measures? 

4. In case the indebtedness of these roads be refunded by Congress 
for a period of fifty or one hundred years, will not such indebtedness 
become a direct charge against the inhabitants of this State and upon 
those living adjacent to the lines of the roads and upon the products 
and industries of the people? 

5. If the railroads are taken by the Government on foreclosure of 
mortgage (it being assumed that no one but the United States would 
bid at foreclosure sale and agree to pay the first mortgages), should not 
the deficiency arising on such sale, if any, be charged up to profit and 
loss account by the Government or to expenses of the Civil War, the 
Government aid having been voted as a war measure? 

The Supreme Court of this State, in the case of Hunt vs. Ward, 99 
Cal. 612, in construing Section 359 of the Code of Civil Procedure, has 
held that a stockholder's liability exists from the moment the debt is 
created, but that under that section the liability continues for three 
years only after the liability was created, whether it is then due or not. 
This decision is important, but is not applicable to the question now 
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discussed. It is clear that the section is intended as a statute of limita- 
tions, but it is my opinion that a statute of limitations does not run 
against the Government of the United States. On this point it is 
unnecessary to cite authorities. Therefore, I do not think that the 
decision referred to settles the question of the liability of the counties, 
but there are many other reasons why the counties are not liable to the 
General Government on their subscriptions to the capital stock of said 
roads, and there are many ways by which that liability can be termin- 
ated without litigation and expense to the counties, viz.: 

(a) Should the debt be refunded the present alleged indebtedness of 
the counties to the Government would thereby be liquidated, and the 
counties would, in that event, be relieved. 

(b) Should the Government's mortgage be foreclosed and the balance 
of the sinking fund be applied to the indebtedness, and the Government 
bid in the railroads for the amount of the indebtedness, the counties 
would be relieved. 

(c) Should the Congress declare a forfeiture under the Act granting 
the aid, assume the first mortgage, and operate the roads, such action of 
Congress also would relieve the counties. 

(d) Should the Government foreclose the mortgage and the road be 
sold for a sum insufficient to pay the indebtedness, and claim be made 
against the counties for their proportion of the deficiency, I do not think 
such liability could be sustained, because the creation of such a debt 
was not within the power of the counties at the time they subscribed for 
the capital stock of the companies. 

Without going further into details or citing authorities, I will say 
that in my opinion the counties which gave aid as aforesaid in the con- 
struction of the Central Pacific and Western Pacific Railroads would not 
be judicially held liable for any part of the mortgage debt due the Gov- 
ernment from said companies. 

It should be remembered also that if the Government acquires owner- 
ship of these roads the amounts for which the companies now owning 
and operating them are assessed and upon which they pay taxes in 
California would have to be deducted from the amount or gross value 
of assessable property in the State. 



ELECTION LAWS. 

The so-called Australian ballot system has now been tried for two 
successive elections in this State. It has been found necessary to have 
a general State ticket and a municipal ticket in the City and County of 
San Francisco because of the numerous candidates and offices. The 
municipal ticket is very cumbersome, and the time allowed by law in 
which to mark the ballots is not sufficient for the ordinary voter. An 
examination of the returns of the elections proves that many voters fail 
to vote for a candidate for each office. The time to prepare the ballot 
should be lengthened, and the number of precincts should be increased 
in San Francisco so that the electors can be better accommodated. 

This system has one feature which is un-American. The Legislature 
has deemed it necessary to enact that the voters be installed in booths 
in order to allow them to vote without interference by others. There 
is another serious objection to this system. Dishonest election officers 
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in canvassing the votes sometimes substitute a name of a candidate 
other than the one voted for, and thus the votes as tallied are at vari- 
ance with the ballots cast. Perhaps, however, this objection can also be 
made to any other system. -A law should be enacted to provide for the 
punishment of any one guilty of such misconduct in the canvass. 

The adoption of this system has entirely wiped out Chapter XIV, of 
the Political Code, relating to primary elections. The primary election 
laws are no longer in force. No penalty is now prescribed by statute 
for illegal voting at primary elections, and a person may vote under any 
name and as often as he desires without fear of punishment. This is a 
matter which should be remedied. Inasmuch as it has been deemed 
necessary to incorporate into our laws the so-called Australian and 
English Purity of Elections laws, they should, if proper, be made to apply 
to primary elections and to State and county political conventions, so 
that persons and delegates can vote as they please and without inter- 
ference. 



WATER FRONT OF SAN FRANCISCO.— THE RIGHT OF THE 
STATE TO BUILD A COMPETING RAILWAY. 

You are familiar with the laws governing the reservation of the San 
Francisco water front and the construction by the State of a railroad 
thereon; also with the laws prohibiting the leasing of any part of said 
property. 

There has been constructed by the State on a portion of said water 
front a railroad known as the " Belt Railroad." The operation of this 
road proves that in the matter of switching as carried on by the State 
through the Board of Harbor Commissioners the people have been able 
to reduce the cost thereof about seventy per cent, and the road should 
be completed along the whole of the water front to Mission Bay, so that 
all portions of the water front may have equal facilities for the hand- 
ling of freight. There are sufficient lots and pieces of real property 
under the control of the State for the erection of depots for receiving 
and shipping freight at all points on the water front. ' 

Under an Act of the Legislature the people of the State voted bonds 
to the amount of $600,000 for the construction of a depot at the foot 
of Market Street on said water front. This Act was entirely constitu- 
tional, as the people certainly have the right to construct depots on 
State property for their use. It was originally contemplated that San 
Francisco should be made a free port, and that terminal facilities should 
be provided on the water front for all railroads which might wish to 
enter San Francisco. 

The central portion of the State has for many years been anxious to 
have a competing line of railway, and the State having terminal facili- 
ties at San Francisco ought to build such a road. Under our Constitu- 
tion the Legislature can pass a law providing for the construction of a 
railroad from San Francisco to any points in the State. The question 
could be submitted to a vote of the people and bonds of the State could 
be issued for the construction and equipment of such a road, to be 
operated by the State for the benefit of the people. The State has the 
same power to build a railway as it has to construct a highway or plank 
road. The bonds voted could be made a charge upon the road, the same 
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as irrigation bonds are now made a lien upon ditches constructed and 
water rights obtained under existing statutes. The Act of the Legisla- 
ture could provide for civil service rules in operating the road and for 
a sinking fund; in thirty or forty years' time the fund would be suffi- 
cient to liquidate the entire bonded indebtedness without raising any 
portion of it by direct taxation. Again, money could be obtained on 
State bonds at a much less rate than it could be secured by a private 
corporation. The work of operating the line could be under the direc- 
tion of a commission of which the Governor might be the head, or in 
such manner as the Legislature might designate. 

Complaints have recently been made to me that the Market Street 
Consolidated Cable Railway Company has been permitted by the Board 
of State Harbor Commissioners to occupy a considerable portion of the 
San Francisco water front. It is contended that the Board has no power 
to allow street railways to use the State property. There is ground for 
the complaints. 

These tracks on the water front are for the benefit of those persons 
going to or coming from the ferry who must necessarily take the street 
cars running to the ferries in order to reach their destination, and no 
doubt facilities should be allowed the railways in order to accommo- 
date the passenger traffic. But if the street railways be permitted to 
occupy State ground, the permission should be surrounded with restric- 
tions; the Harbor Commissioners should retain the right to remove the 
tracks therefrom, or order a change in the position or location of the 
same, or to reduce the number, at any time when it is desired to extend 
the belt line. 

I am making further investigations and will communicate further 
with you on this subject if deemed necessary. 



DISBURSEMENTS. 

The disbursements of this office, as well as all moneys which have 
come into the hands of the Attorney-General, have been accounted for, 
and all moneys du« the State and all commissions have been paid over; 
the accounts thereof are of record in the State Controller's office, and 
will fully appear in his report. 



TRAVELING EXPENSES. 

For many years the appropriation for traveling expenses of the 
Attorney-General has been but $500 per annum, and the appropriation 
has always been exhausted. In view of the increase of the business of 
the office and the fact that the Attorney-General and his deputies are 
compelled to go to different portions of the State in performance of their 
official duties, and the Attorney-General in the capacity of member of 
the State Board of Examiners is required to visit quarterly and exam- 
ine the books of public institutions, in accordance with Section 3 of 
Chapter DCXVI, Statutes of 1871-2, p. 903, such appropriation should 
be enlarged to at least $1,000 per annum. I herewith submit a state- 
ment of the various appropriations for the Attorney-General's office and 
the amounts expended. 
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APPROPRIATIONS AND EXPENSES. 

The various appropriations for the Attorney-General, other than rent 
of San Francisco offices and salaries regulated by statute; also expendi- 
tures made since my incumbency of the office and including the six 
months ending on the first Monday in January, 1891, being one half of 
the last fiscal year of the term of my predecessor, Hon. Geo. A. Johnson, 
are itemized herein and annexed to this report. 
Respectfully submitted. 

WM. H. H. HART, 

Attorney-General. 
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. TABULATED STATEMENT 

OP APPROPRIATIONS FOR ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S OFFICE, ANI> 
EXPENSES THEREOF. 



FORTY-SECOND FISCAL YEAR, ENDING JUNE 30, 1891. 

Pottaget Exprettage^ Etc 

Ar.^,.^^«'««^r, i March 21.1889 |250 OC 

Appropnation, j March 81, 1891 700 OC 

Unexpended balance from fortv-first fiscal year 8 3b 

Amount expended by Geo. A. Johnson $111 88 

Amount expended by W. H. H. Hart 841 48 

196336 $953 36 
Traveling Expenses, 

Appropriation, March 21,1889 |600 Oa 

Unexpended balance from forty-first fiscal year 130 95- 

Amount expended by Geo. A. Johnson $148 95 

Amount expended by W.H.H.Hart 376 95 

By balance 105 05 

163095 1630 95- 
Costs and Expenses of Suits, 

Ar.^^/.r.«-of««Ti i March 21, 1889 $3,600 00 

Appropnation, -j ^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^ ^ 

Amount exi>ended by Geo. A. Johnson $2,888 50 

Amount expended by W.H.H.Hart 1,219 35 

By balance.. 1,142 15 

$5,200 00 $5,200 00> 

FORTY-THIRD FISCAL YEAR, ENDING JUNE 30, 1892. 

Postage, Expressagej Etc. 

Appropriation, April 6, 1891 $500 00- 

Amount exi>ended $500 00 

$500 00 ' $500 oa 

Traveling Expenses. 

Appropriation, April 6,1891 $500 OO 

Amount expended $500 00 

$500 00 $500 oa 

Costs and Expenses of SuitSy Etc. 

Appropriation, April 6, 1891 $3,000 OO 

Amount expended $3,000 00 

$3,000 00 $3,000 00' 
Expenses Attorney-General in Tax Suits, . 

Appropriation, April 6, 1891 $1,250 00 

Amount expended $204 60 

By balance 1,045 50 

$1,260 00 $1,250 00 

FORTY-FOURTH FISCAL YEAR, ENDING JUNE 30, 1893. 

Postage, Expressage, Etc. 

Appropriation, April 6,1891 $600 00 

Amount expended $493 00 

By balance - 7 00 

$60000 $60000 
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Traveling Expenses, 

Appropriation, April 6, 1891 $500 00 

Amount ezpendea $469 85 

By balance >----- 80 65 

$50000 $50000 
Costs and Expenses of Suits^ Etc* 

Appropriation, April 6, 1891 ^000 00 

Amount ezpendea $2,289 66 

By balance 730 85 

$3,000 00 $3,000 00 
. Expenses Attomey-QeneraX in Tax Suits, 

Appropriation, April 6, 1891 ^ $1,260 00 

Amount ezpendea $881 75 

By balance 868 26 

$1,250 00 $1,250 00 

FORTY-FIFTH FISCAL YEAR, ENDING JUNE 30, 1894. 

Postage^ Expressagef Mc, 

Appropriation, March 25,1893... ^.— . $500 00 

Amount ezpended $443 88 

By balance 56 12 

$50000 $50000 
Traveling Expenses, • . . 

Appropriation, March 25,1803 ,-„ ,—,,-. ..--^ — . .,— . $500 00 

Amount ezpended - $444 85 

By balance 66 16 

$50000 $50000 
Costs and Expenses of SuitSy Etc 

Appropriation, March 25,1893 $3,000 00 

Amount ezpended $864 52 

By balance 2^135 48 

$3,000 00 ^000 00 
Expenses Attorney-General in Tax Suits, 

Appropriation, March 25, 1893 $1,000 00 

Amount ezpended $1,000 00 

$1,000 00 $1,000 00 

FORTY-SIXTH FISCAL YEAR, ENDING JUNE 30, 1895. 

Postage^ Expressage, Etc, 

Appropriation $500 00 

Amount ezpended $139 80 

By balance 360 20 

$50000 $50000 
Traveling Expenses, 

Appropriation $500 00 

Amount ezi>ended $67 00 

Bybalance 463 00 

$500 00 $500 00 
Costs and Expenses of SuitSj Etc, 

Appropriation $3,000 00 

Amount ezpended $264 60 

Bybalance 2^745 40 

$3,000 00 $3,000 00 
Expenses Attomey-Oeneral in Tax Suits, 

Appropriation $1,000 00 

Amount ezpended $68 51 

Bybalance 931 49 

$1,000 00 $1,000 
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The unexpended balances of appropriations made for this office for 
the years hereinafter mentioned, aggregate $10,165 79, as set forth in 
the following statement, viz.: 

Forty-second Fiscal Year. 

TraTeline expenses, balance unexpended $105 05 

Costs ana expenses suits, balance unexpended 1,142 15 

11,347 20 

Forty-third Fiscal Year, 
Exi>enses tax suits, balance unexpended $1,045 50 

Forty- fourth Fiscal Year. 

Postage, balance unexpended $7 00 

TrayeiinK expenses, balance unexpended- 30 65 

Costs and expenses suits, balance unexpended 730 35 

Expenses tax suits, balance unexpended. 368 25 

$1,136 25 

Forty-fifth Fiscal Year, 

Postage, balance unexpended $56 12 

Traveling expenses, balance unexpended 65 15 

Costs ana expenses suits, balance unexpended 2,135 48 

$2,246 75 

Forty-sixth Fiscal Year. 

Postaee, balance unexpended $360 20 

Traveline expenses, balance unexpended 453 00 

Costs and expenses suits, balance unexpended 2,745 40 

Expenses tax suits, balance unexpended 931 49 

$4,490 09 

$10,165 79 



DOCKET 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL G. A. JOHNSON. 



UNFINISHED AT EXPIRATION OF TERM OF OFFICE. 



38 



REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

DOCKET OP SUITS BROUGHT IN THE NAME 



TlUe of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Characterof 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. C. 
L. Wadsworth, Insurance 
Commissioner, vs. Fire 
Relief Association of Cali- 
fornia. 


Superior Court 
Of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for forfeiture of 
1*200 for issuing policy of in- 
surance without certificate 
from the Insurance Commis- 
sioner. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Mar- 
tin Urtasan vs. Grasient 
Baron. 


Superior Court 
01 Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint to set aside a 
patent. 


The People, etc., ex rel. E.W. 
Travers vs. A. C. Freese. 


Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from the office of Pilot 
Commissioner of San Fran- 
cisco and instate Relator 
therein. 


The People, etc., ex rel., Thos. 
E. Ryan, Plaintiff, vs. Will- 
iam C. Eidenmuller, Em- 
ma E. Eidenmuller. Georg- 
iana Eidenmuller, Candida 
Eidenmuller, and Eliza 
Hawxhurst. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 

» 


Civil 


By complaint to abate a nui- 
sance and declare street a 
public highway. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. C. 
L. Wadsworth, Plaintiff, 
vs. the Stockton Mutual 
Indemnity Association (a 
corporation). Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


CivU ...-.- 


Bv complaint to require De- 
fendant to show cause why 
the business of said corpora- 
tion should not be closed per- 
manently, or until it has fully 
complied with all the provis- 
ions of Article XVI. Chapter 
III, Title I, Part III, of Po- 
litical Code. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Mau- 
rice Schmidt, Plaintiff, 
vs. Martin Kelly, Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude De- 
fendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 
County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
16,000. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Will- 
iam B. Wilshire, Plaintiff, 
vs. Samuel Neuman, De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Bv complaint to exclude De- 
fendant trom office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 
County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
$6,000. 
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Stage of Piooeddings In Conrt Below. 


Memorandnm of- Jiidginent in 
Bupieme Gotirt 


: Ramarks. 


Leave to sue grantecU no bond re- 
quired, November 3. 1888. T. C. Coo- 
gan for Relator. Find no record of 
such suit. 


j ' 

! ; 


No. 16, 1888. Ac- 
don Drought to 

;te8t question 
whether : it is 
necessary for 
the defendant 
to have a certifi- 
cate from the 
Insurance Com- 
missioner. 


Leave to sue granted November 20, 
1888. R. J. Stephens and Appel for 
Relator. Action dismissed on mo- 
tion of Plaintiff March 2t, 1889. 


I , 


No. 16, 1888. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Anril 23, 1889. J. N. E. Wfl- 
son and Geo. N. Williams^ attorneys 
for Relator. Complaint filed April 
26, 1889. Judgment for Defendant 
July 26, 1889. Notice of appeal 
August 14, 1889. 


Judgment affirmed March 20, 


No. 8, 1889. Leave 
was granted be- 
cause the Gav- 

^ emor directed 
it. (Sec. 803, C. 
C. P.) - 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond apr 
proved May 23, 1889, Thos. P. Barry 
attorney for Relator. Complaint 
filed May 5, 1889. Answer June 1, 
1889. Judgment for Defendants 
June 17, 18&. 


'-••'"' 


No. 7, 1889. 


Relator directed to employ counsel to 
bring suit. May 23, 1889. T. C. Coo- 
gan, attorney for Relator. Com- 
plaint filed May 31, 1889. Demurrer 
filed and overruled Nov. 4, 1889. An- 
swer filed Dec. 12, 1889. Judgment 
by stipulation of tne parties August 
8, 1894; for Plaintiff. No appeal. 


■ 


Nt). 11, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson & Wil- 
son, attornevs for Relator. Com- 

. plaint filed June 7, 1889. Judgment 
for Defendant June 17, 1890. Notice 
of appeal June 16, 1891. 




No. 13» 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1989. Wilson & Wfl- 
son, attorneys for Relator. Com- 
plaint filed June 7, 1889. Judgment 
for Defendant June 16, 189a Notice 
of appeal Sept. 3, 189a 


■ 


No. 14, 1389. 
Closed. 
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Copt 


OF Attornxy-Gbnbbal*b Docket of Suits 


Titte of Cftuse. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of PxoMcutlon. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Charlesll. Haswell, Plain- 
tiff, TB. Fisher Ames, De- 
fendant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint to exclude Be- 
fendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 
County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
16,000. 


The People, etc, ex rel. Peter 
F. Dunne, Plaintiff, T8.Dan- 
iel J. Mahoney, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude De- 
fendant from office of mem- 
ber of Board of Fire Com- 
missioners of City and 
County of San Francisco, 
and to instate Relator there- 
in; also, to fine Defendant 
15,000. 


The People ex rel. Thomas 
Alon«o Le Fevre, Plaintiff, 
V8. George F. Brander una 
Richard O^Neill, Defend^ 
ants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to cancel certifi- 
cate of purchase and patent. 


The People, Plaintiff, ts. A. 
J. Tait, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


3v complaint to restrain De- 
fendant from obstructing the 
Sacramento River. 


The People ex rel. Henry 
Schwartz, Plaintiff, vs. 
Frank Temple et al., De- 
fendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to set aside the 
approval of the locations 
made by said Defendants, 
and the certificates of pur- 
chase and patents issued to 
them. 


The People ex rel. Henry 
Schwartz, administrator 
of the estate of Louis 
Schwartz, deceased, Plain- 
tiff, vs, Frank Temple et 
al.. Defendants. 


Superior Court 
01 San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to set aside the 
approval of the locations 
made by said Defendants, 
and the certificates of pur- 
chase and patents issued to 
them. 


The People ex rel. Bernard 
Flaherty, Plaintiff, vs. 
Dorothea M. Klumpke et 
al., Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare San 
Jo84 Avenue a public high- 
way, and enjoin Defendants 
from obstructing the same. 


The People ex rel. Emma 
and Andrew Rose, Plaint- 
iffs, vs. F. Lemme, C. Chis- 
holm,and Robert Mitchell, 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Bv complaint to enjoin De- 
fendants from appropriating 
or obstructing Berry or Mar- 
tin Street. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Geo. 
W. Prince, Plaintiff, vs. D. 
N. Hastings and C. B. 
Houghton, as Executors, 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint to require De- 
fendants to convey to Relator 
the title to K section of land 
which Peabody, deceased, 
held in trust for said Relator. 
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stage of Prooeedingi in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson &Wfl. 
son. attorneys for Relator. Com- 
plaint filed June 7, 1889. Judgment 
for Defendant June 17, 1890. Notice 
of appeal June 16, 1891. 




Na 16, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 4, 1889. Wilson & Wil- 
son, attorneys for Relator. Com- 
plaint filed June 7, 1889. Judgment 
for Defendant June 17, 189L Notice 
of appeal June 16^ 1891. 




No. 16, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ai>- 
proved June 24, 1889. Hunsaker & 
Britt, attorneys for Relator. Com- 
plaint filed June 28» 1889. 




No. 18. 1889. 
Pending. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 27, 1889. John T. Har- 
rington, attorney for Plaintiff. Dis- 
missed on motion of plaintiff. 




No. 20, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 6, 1889. Hunsaker & 
Britt, attorneys for Relator. Pend- 
ing. Complaint filed July 9, 1889. 
Judgment for defendants May 27, 189S. 
Notice of Appeal Sept 4, 1893. 


Judgment affirmed July 27, 


No. 21, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 6, 1889. Hunsaker & 
Britt, attorneys for Relator. Pend- 
ing. Complaint filed July 9, 1889. 
Judgment for defendants Mav 27, 1893. 
Notice of appeal Sept. 4, 1893. 


Judgment affirmed July 27, 


No. 22, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved August 23, 1889. J. G. 
Maguire,attomej for Relator. Pend- 
ing. No record in Clerk's office. 




No. 25, 1889. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Oct. 10, 1889. Estee, Wilson, 
<fe McCutchen, attorneys for Relators. 


Complaint filed Oct. 12, 1889. 
Judgment for Defendants, 
Feb.6,189L No appeal. 


No. 83, 1889. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 3, 1890. Z. N. Goldsby, 
attorney for Relator. 




No. 7, 1890. 
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BEPORT OF ATTORNEY-GBNERALp 

Copt of Attobnxy>Gbnebal'b Docket of Suits 



Title of CauHe. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of FiosecutioD. 


The People, ete^ dx rel. G. A. 
JohnsoUf Attdrney - Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Reclia- 
mation District No. 157 et 
al., Defendants. 


Superior Court 
o! San Joa- 
quin County. 


CivU ...... 


By complaint to fprever dis- 
solve said Defendant corpo- 
ration. 


The People, etc., ex rel. G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney - Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Recla- 
mation Districi; No. 282 et 
al.. Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil 


By complaint to forever dis- 
solve said Defendant corpo- 
ration. 


The People, etc., ex rel. R. J. 
Tobin, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Omnibus Railroad and Ca- 
ble Company, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to require De- 
fendant to remove obstruc- 
tions and abate nuisance. 


The Peopae, etc., ex rel. Placer 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Vol- 
cano Caflon Road Com- 
pany, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


CivU...... 


By complaint to declare road a 
public highway and restrain 
Defendant from taking toll 
on or obstructing the fiame. 


The People, etc., et rel. Placer 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Stony 
Hill Turnpike Road Com- 
pany, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare road a 
public highway and restrain 
Defendant from taking toll 
on or obstructing the same. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. W. 
Lorey, Plaintiff, vs. S. C. 
Clow, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


CivU 


By complaint to oust said Clow 
from office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. M. 
Canty, Plaintiff, vs. J. D. 
Thome, Tipton Lindsey, 
and M; W. Smith,. Defend- 
ants. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Civil...... 


Bv complaint tO exclude De- 
fendants from office, and fine 
each of them |5,000. 


•The People, etc., ex rel. Wa- 
terman Field, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Eel River and Eureka 
R. R. Co. (a corporation), 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare land 
a public highway, and pre- 
vent Defendant from , ob- 
structing the same. 


The People, etc., ex rel. B. J. 
Ackerman, Plaintiff, vs. 
Mutual Endowment Asso- 
'Ciationof Oakland (a cor- 
poration), Defendant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civi/.....- 


By complaint to oust Defend- 
ant from its franchises, privi- 
leges, and powers, and ap- 
pomt a receiver to wind up 
its affairs. 
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stage of Proceedingg in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 2, 1800. Adams & Adams, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. Complaint 
filed JrQy 18, 1800. 

1 




No. 8, 1800. 
Pending. 


Leave to sue granted and boind ap- 
proved May 2, 1800. Adams <fe Adams, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. Complaint 
filed Jidy 18, 1800. 




No. 0, 1800. 
Pending. 


Leave to sue to be granted on filing of 
proper bond, May 16, 1890. Thomas 
F. Barry, attorney for Relator. Un- 
able to find record. 




No. 13, 1800. 


Leave to sue granted July 2, 1800. Com- 
plaint filed July 7, im. Judgment 
for Plaintiff Dec. 23, 1890. Notice of 
appeal May 13, 1802. 


Judgment affirmed Nov. 14, 


No. 14, 1800. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted July 2, 1800. Com- 
plaint filed July 7, 1800. Dec. 6, 1800, 
on motion of District Attorney, case 
dismissed. 




No. 15, 1800. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Aug. % 1800. J. E. Prewett, 
attorney for Kelator. Action not 
commenced. 




No. 17, 1800. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Sept. 12, 1800. Brown & Dag- 
gett, attorneys for Relator. Com- 
plaint filed Sept. 13, 1800. Judgment 
for Defendants, June 24, 180L 




No. 10, 1800. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Sept. 10, 1800. Coonan & 
Sevier, attorneys for Relator. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff, Aug. 12, 1801. No- 
tice of appeal, Jan. 27, 1802. 


Judgment and order affirmed 
Jufy 13, 1803. 


No. 20, 1800. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Sept. 20, 1800. Carl SpelUng, 
attorney for Relator. Action dis- 
missed. 




No. 22, 1800. 
Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



OTHEIC 



Title of GaUBe. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution. 


13271— Eliza F. McMnllin, 
Respondent, vs. A. Leitch, 
et al., Appellants. W. L. 
Dudley and J. C. Campbell 
for Respondent, Avery C. 
White and Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Apx>ellant8. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil 


By petition to declare road a. 
free public highway. 


13779— In the matter of the 
application of Geo. Lowry 
for a writ of review. Jus- 
tin Jacobs for Petitioner, 
W. D. Tupper and Attor- 
ney-General for People. 


Supreme Court 
o! the State 
of California. 


Civil 


By petition for writ of review- 
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CIVIL CASES. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Petition filed Aug. 7, 1888. Petition 
granted and judgment entered for 
Defendant Dec. », 1888. Notice of 
appeal tiled April 23, 1889. 


Transcript filed May 29, 1889. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, Feb. 28, 1890. 


Closed. 




Petition filed March 24, 1890. 
Argued and submitted May 
8, 1890. Relief as prayed for, 
Sept. 10, 1890. 


Closed. 



DOCKET 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL W. H. H. HART. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OP 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 



20897— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Fallon, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, T. D. Rior- 
dan and Carroll Cook for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. 



By Information— Felony. 



20905— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. D. F. Dolan, 
Appellant. Attomev-Gen- 
eral for People. Carroll 
Cook and J. E. Foolds for 
Appellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Criminal. 



By information — Ahdnction. 



20906— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. William G. 
Lane, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, R. 
B. Terry, S. J. Hinds, W. B. 
Tyler for Appellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
01 Fresno Co. 



Criminal. 



By information— Murder. 



20912— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Lee, alias 
Lee Tung, alias Lee Doon, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People. Chas. B. 
Darwin for Appellant 



SuperiorCourt 
of Marin Co. 



Criminal-. 



By information— Murder. 



20914— The People, etc., Re- 
spondenty v& Nicodemus 
Urquidas, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Shinn & Ling for Appel- 
lant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Burglary. 



20922— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Al. Sherman, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, L. L. Cham- 
berlain for Appellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Placer Co. 



Criminal. 



By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20921— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. McDer- 
mot, Appellant. Attornev- 
General for People, Black- 
stock & Shepherd for Ap- 
pellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Ventura 
County. 



Criminal. 



By information— Murder. 



14633— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. M. D. Hamil- 
ton, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, E. W. 
Hendrick, Copeland & 
Daney for Appellant. 



SuperiorCourt 
of San Diego 
County. 



Criminal.. 



Bv information — Felony, re- 
fusing to pay over certain 



money 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Aug. 21. 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, Aug. 27, 1890. 

. Judgment Jan. 31. 1891, four years. 
Notice of appeal filed Feb. 2, 1891. 



Transcript filed Nov. 30, 189L 
Appeal dismissed Dec. 6, 1892. 



Pardoned Dec. 
3. 1893, before 
the appeal was 
heard. 



Information filed March 13, 189L Ver- 
dict, guiltv as charged, April 21, 1891. 
Judgment April 24, 1891, six years. 
Notice of appeal filed April 24, 1891. 



Transcript filed Feb. 11, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct. 4, 1892. 



96 Cal. 315. 



Information filed Dec. 22, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty of murder in first degree, 
Marcn 4, 1891. Judgment Marcn 19, 
1891, imprisonment for life. Notice 
of appeal filed March 25, 1891. 



Transcript filed Jan. 13, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and new trial ordered Dec. 1, 
1893. 



One crime can- 
not be proved 
by evidence of 
another. 

100 Cal. 379. 



Information filed Dec. 29, 1890. Ver- 
dict, guilty of murder in first de- 
gree. Feb. 10, 1891. Judgment Feb. 
20, 1891, death. Notice of appeal filed 
March 24, 1891. 



Transcript filed Feb. 5, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Jan. 12, 1893. 



97 Cal. 171. 



Information filed Jan. 14, 1891. Ver- 
4ict, guilty burglary, second degree, 
April 16, 1891. Judgment May 6, 1891, 
one year. Notice of appeal filed May 
6, im. 



Transcript filed Feb. 16, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Sept. 23, 1892. 



96CaL239. 



Information filed July 6, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, Sept. 29, 1891. 
Judgment Nov. 13, 1891, six years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 13, 1891. 



Transcript filed April 4. 1892. 
J udgment and order affirmed 
April 11^ 1893. 



Among cases not 
reported in 98 
Cal. xvii. 



Information Hied Dec. 26, 1891. Ver- 
dict, murder, second degree, Jan. 14, 
1892. Judgment Feb. 18, 1892, fifteen 
years. Notice of appeal filed Feb. 23, 
1892. 



Transcript filed March 30. 1892. 
Judgment affirmed July 27, 
1892. Motion to recall remitti- 
tur denied Jan. 21, 1893. 



97 Cal. 247. 



Information filed Feb. 25, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, Miay 28, 1891. 
June 9th order arresting judgment 
granted. Notice of appeal tiled July 
9, 1891. 



Transcript filed Aug. 1, 1892. 
Order reversed March 6, 1893. 



Court erred in 
arresting judg- 
ment. Unre- 
ported cases, 
97 Cal. xviii. 



4hh 
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Copy of Attornby-Gbubrai^'s 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 



20O27— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Henry Cur- 
ran and Sylvester Fitz- 
Sitrick, Appellants. At- 
mey-General for People, 
L. J. Maddox, Easton & 
Griffin, J. R. Kittrell for 
Appellants. 



Superior Court 
01 Stanislaus 
County. 



Criminal. 



By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20928— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. C. W. Breed- 
love and Chas. H. Wilson, 
Appellants. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Luce & 
McDonald and J. S. Callen 
for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Murder. 



20932— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Miguel Sam- 
onset, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, S. 
M.White and F. H. Howard 
for Appellant. 



Superior Couij; 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Seduction. 



20935— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles Be- 
noit. Appellant. Attorney- 
General lor People, Eugene 
Daney for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
01 San Diego 
County. 



Criminal .. 



By information— Incest. 



2093&— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. John Moran, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Hugh J. 
and Wm, Crawford for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — Petit lar~ 
ceny. 



20938— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Fa^an, 
Frost Fagan, and William 
Ducker, Appellants. At- 
torney-General for People, 
L. J. Maddox and Robert 
Ferral for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 



20939— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Daniel Bem- 
merly and William Wohl- 
from. Appellants. Attor- 
ney-General for People, R. 
Clark, J. C. Ball, J. E. 
Strong, J. Craig, Eugene 
Aram, N. A. Hawkins for 
Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 



Criminal— 



By information— Murder. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Sept 4, 1891. Ver- 
dict, Henry Curran guilty grand lar- 
ceny, Nov. 18, 1891. Judgment Dec. 
10, 1891, three years. Notice of api>eal 
filed Dec. 10, 1891. 



Transcript filed Anril 23, 1892. 
Judgment and oraer reversed 
Nov. 28, 1892. 



Insufficiency of 
evidence. Un- 
reported cases, 
96 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed July 28. 1891. Ver- 
dict, C. W. Breedlove gmlty of man- 
slaughter, Oct. 9, 1891. Notice of 
peal filed Jan. 13, 1892. 



ap- 



Transcript filed April 28, 1892. 
On suggestion of death of 
defendant, ordered, Oct. 12, 
1^2, that case be dismissed. 



Closed. 



Information filed Oct. 10, 189L Verdict, 
guilty as charged, Feb. 18, 1892. Judg- 
ment Feb. 20, 1892, fined $1,000 or five 
hundred days in county jail. Notice 
of appeal filed Feb. 20, 1892. 



Transcript filed May 21, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Aug. 1, 1892. Affirmance set 
aside Aug. 3, 1892. Judgment 
and order affirmed March 6, 
1893. Petition for rehearing 
denied April 6, 1893. 



97 Cal. 448. 



Information filed Januarv 19, 1892. 
Verdict, guilty as charged, February 
5, 1892. Notice of appeal filed Feb- 
ruary 11, 1892. 



Transcript filed June 23, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed Jan. 23, 1893. 



Proving one of- 
fense by an- 
other held er- 
ror. 

97 Cal. 249. 



Information filed April 15, 1892. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged. May 2, 1892. 
Judgment May 6, 1892, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed May 7, 1892. 



Transcript filed July 5, 1892. 
Judgment affirmed Dec. 27, 
1892. Motion to reverse de- 
nied Jan. 12, 1893. 



Among cases not 
reported in 97 
Cal. xviii. 



Information filed Oct. 31, 1891. Verdict, 
Charles Fagan guilty of grand lar- 
ceny, Dec. 12, 1891. Judgment Dec. 
22, 1891, three years. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 22, 1891. 



Transcript filed July 18, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Aug. 15, 1893. 



Error in admis- 
sion of certain 
evidence. Case 
not reported, 99 
Cal. xviii. 



Information filed June 3, 1889. Ver- 
dict, Daniel Bemmerly guilty of 
murder, second degree, Oct. 29, 1891. 
Judgment Dec. 8, 1891, twenty-two 
years. Notice of appeal filed Dec. 31, 
1891. 



Transcript filed July 18, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 16, 1893. 



98 Cal. 299. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

COFY OF Attornet-GbnbbaIi's 



Title of Cause. 


Count^^Tried C^jfJJf*?'"' 
and AdQudged. Action. 


Mode of ProBecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


2094a-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Fajean, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, L. J. Mad- 
dox and James H. Budd 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20941— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Stewart, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, B. F. How- 
ard, W. G. Dyas, and John 
B. Moore for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Colusa Co. 


Criminal — 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit r&pe. 


20942— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles W. 
Hawes, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 


Superior Court 
01 Monterey 
County. 


Criminal - 


By information— Murder. 



20943— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Daniel Gard- 
ner, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Grove 
L. Johnson and S. Solon 
HoU for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Attempt to 
commit rape. 


20944— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Gillis, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, H. E. Doo- 
little and M. L. Rawson for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal— 


By information— Assault with 
a deadly weapon. 


20946— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Mc- 
Nulty, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General and W. S. 
Barnes for People, Carroll 
Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
01 San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - 


By information— Murder. 


20947— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles D. 
Davis, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
W. W. Holcomb for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal— 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20948— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. John San- 
some, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, L. 
L. Chamberlain for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Placer Co. 


Criminal— 


By information— Burglary. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



MemoTAndum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court 



Remarks. 



Information filed Oct. 31, 1891. Ver- 
dict, guilty as charged, March 12, 
1892. Judgment Apnl 16, 1892, five 
years. Notice of appeal filed April 
15. 1892. 



Transcript filed July 80, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed May 11, 1893. 



Variance be- 
tween allegata 
et probata, 

98 Cal. 230. 



Information filed Feb. 26, 1892. Verdict, 
guilty as charged, June 10, 1892. 
judgment June 27, 1892, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 27, 1892. 



Transcript filed July 30. 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Jan. 21, 1893. 



97 Cal. 238. 



Information filed Aug. 7, 1891. Verdict, 
May 14, 1892, guilty of murder in 
second degree. Judgment May 31. 
1892, fifty years. Notice of appeal 
filed July 15, 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 5, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
July 12, 1893. 



98 Cal. 648. 



Information filed Nov. 8, 1890. Verdict, 
guilty as charged, Oct. 15, 1891. Judg- 
ment Nov. 6, 1891, five years. Notice 
of appeal filed Nov. 12, 1891. 



Transcript filed Aug. 6, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, cause remanded for 
new trial, April 11 1893. 



Reading Police. 
Court testi- 
mony with de- 
fective certifi- 
cate held error. 

98 Cal. 127. 



Information filed March 28, 1892. Ver- 
dict, guilty of simple assault, June 
10, 1^2. Judgment June 16, 1892, 
fine $200, or one hundred days in 
county jail. Notice of api>eal filed 
June 18, 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 8, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, new trial ordered, 
March 18, 1893. 



Error not to al- 
low defendant 
to ask prosecut- 
ing witness on 
cross-examina- 
tion if he had 
not employed 
special counsel 
to assist prose- 
cution. 

97 Cal. 542. 



Notice of appeal filed Aug. 9, 
1892. Filed motion to dis- 
miss appeal Aug. 9, 1892. 
Argued motion to dismiss 
Au^. 11, 1892, and motion 
denied on that day. Order 
appealed from affirmed Aug. 
10, 1893. 



Among cases not 
reported in 99 
Cal. xviii. 



Information filed March 25, 1892. Ver- 
dict March 28, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 11, 1892, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed April 1^ 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 17, 1892. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Jan. 14, 1893. 



97 Cal. 194. 



Information filed Julj 6, 1891. Verdict, 
guilty of burglary m second degree, 
Oct. 1, 1891. Judgment Dec. 16, 1891, 
nine years. 



Transcript filed Aug. 18, 1892. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed May 11, 1893. 



98 Cal. 235. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNBY-GENBRAL. 



Copy of ATTORNKY-GSNEltAIi'S 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


20949-The People, etc., Re- 
8i>ondent, vs. Wong Ah 
Leong, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Robert Ferral for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
o! San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit murder. 


2(»5a-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs.Walter James, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. S. Clack, 
Rowell Irwm, and R. F. 
Roth for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment— Assault with 
mtent to commit rape. 


20956~The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Albert Ace- 
vedo. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, C. C. 
Stephens for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Burglary. 


20957— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Anton Vital, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, by Charles 
H. Jackson, Deputy. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 


20958-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Frederick 
Wessell, Jr., Appellant. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple, L. F. Smith, P. B. 
Tully for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Rape. 


20959—The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Sylvester 
l^onella. Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Graves & Graves, L. Laury 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Luis 
Obispo Co. 


Criminal_- 


B;r information— Assault with 
intent to commit murder. 


20960— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Edward A. 
Gibbs, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
0. L. Binford, DelValle & 
Mundav, and C. C. Ste- 
phens for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Obtaining 
property under false pre- 
tenses. 


20961-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Lem You, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, F. B. 
Guthrie and E. M. Guthrie 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
ot Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal— 


By information— Perjury. 
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stage of Prooeedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed April 12, 1892. Ver- 
dict, guilty, May 24, 1892. Judgment 
May 27, 1^^ seven years. Notice of 
appeal filed June 1, 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed. Remanded for new 
trial Aug. 31, 1893. 



Error because 
proved that de- 
fendant had a 
pistol. The as- 
sault was proved 
with a knife. 

99 Cal. 440. 



Indictment found and filed Feb. 4, 1892. 
Verdict, guilty, Mav 3, 1892. Judg- 
ment May 10, 1892, fourteen years at 
Folsom. Notice of appeal filed May 
16, 1892. 



Transcript filed Aug. 31, 1892. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Feb. 18, 1893. 



97 Cal. 400. 



Information filed Oct. 10, 1891. Verdict 
Nov. 21, 1891, guilty of burglary, first 
degree. Judgment Jan. 4, 1892, five 
years at Folsom. Notice of appeal 
filed Jan. 4, 1892. 



Transcript filed Sept. 12, 1892. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Aug. 16, 1893. 



Among cases not 
reported in 99 
Cal. xviiL 



Information filed April 7, 1892. Ver- 
dict, murder, first degree. May 14,1892. 
Judgment May 20. 1892, death. 
Notice of appeal filed July 22, 1892. 



Transcript filed Sept 12. 1892. 
Judgment affirmed July 23, 
1894. 



Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Information filed July^ 1, 1891. Verdict 
August 21, 1891, guilty as charged. 
Judgment August 29, 1891, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Sept. 11, 1891. 



Transcript filed Sept. 23, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirm- 
ed May 25, 1893. 



Closed. 
98 Cal. 352. 



Information filed March 25, 1892. Ver- 
dict Sept. 1. 1892, guilty of assault 
with a deadly weapon. Jud^ent 
Sept. 3, 1892, two years. Notice of 
appeal filed Sept. 3, 1892. 



Transcript filed Sept. 26, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded August 
17, 1893. 



Improper im- 
peachment of 
witness. 

Closed. 
99 Cal. 333. 



Information filed Dec. 11. 1891. Verdict 
Feb. 6, 1892, guilty as cnarged. Judg- 
ment Feb. 13. 18^, seven years. No- 
tice of appeal filed Feb. 20, 1892. 



Transcript filed Oct. 1, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed, 
cause remanded, July 13, 1893. 



An erroneous ab- 
stract instruc- 
tion. Judgment 
suspended dur- 
ing appeal not 
admissible in 
evidence. 

Closed. 
98 Cal. 661. 



Information filed Sept. 10, 1891. Ver- 
dict June 4, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment June 15, 1892, six years. 
Notice of appeal filed July 28, 1892. 



Transcript filed Sept. 30, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Jan. 18, 1893. 



What is material 
false testimony 
on a perjury 
charge is a 
question of law 
and should hot 
be submitted to 



lury. 
Clo ^ 



losed. 

98 Cal. 224. 
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BEPOBT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attobnxt-Gxnbrai.'8 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Pzofiecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


20963— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Jackson De- 
foor, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People. Red- 
dick & Solinaky for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Calaveras 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Mayhem. 


20964— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles Bon- 
ney, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, L. 
McComlck and J. M. 
Walling for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Nevada 
County. 


Criminal— 


By information— Burglary, 
second degree. 


20965— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. J. G. Crowl, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Goodwin 
& Stewart, W. N. Goodwin 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Modoc Co. 


Criminal-. 


By indictment— Assault to 
rape. 


20966-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. William 
Hyndman, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
G. L. Waters for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Nevada Co. 


Criminal— 


By information— Murder. 


20967— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Fred Koen- 
ing, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, R. 
Clark and J. M. McGee for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20068— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. H. L. Gordon, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Morehouse 
& Tuttle for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit murder. 


20969— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. W. R. Lane, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, C. A. Webb, 
Grove L. Johnson, and M. 
C. Barney for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Yuba Co. 


Criminal - 


By information— Murder. 


20970— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Henry Fice, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People,D. A. O'Con- 
nell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal— 


By information— Robbery and 
prior convictions. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Feb. 4, 1892. Ver- 
dict June 10, 1892, guilty. Judg- 
ment July 20, 1892, seven years. 
Notice of appeal filed Sept. 17, 1892. 



Transcript filed Oct. 7, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, and because of death 
of defendant it was ordered 
that this judgment be en- 
tered nunc pro tunc^ as of 
May 5, 1893, filed Oct. 19. 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 150. 



Information filed Sept. 7, 1892. Ver- 
dict Sept. 20, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct. 3. 1882, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 10, 1892. 



Transcript filed Nov. 1, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
May 13, 1893. 



Error not to cau- 
tion jury as to 
evidence of ac- 
complice when 
that IS only evi- 
dence to justify 
verdict. 

Closed. 
98 CaL 278. 



Indictment filed May 19, 1892. Ver- 
dict July 8, 1892, guiltv as charged. 
Jndgment July 12, 1892, thtee years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 25, 1892. 



Transcript filed Nov. 16, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirm- 
ed Dec. 1, 1893. 



Closed. Unre- 
ported cases,. 
100 CaL xviii. 



Information filed July 28, 1892. Ver- 
dict Sept. 3, 1892, guilty of murder 
in second degree. Judgment Oct. 8. 
1892, seventeen years. Notice ot 
appeal filed. 



Transcript filed Nov. 23, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and new trial ordered July 19, 
1893. 



The law of the 
facts showing 
the exculpa- 
tory nature of 
the defense 
should have 
been given. 

Closed. 
99 Cal. 1. 



Information filed July 23, 1892. Ver- 
dict Sept. 14, 1892, guilty of grand 
larceny. Judgment Sept. 17, 1892, 
eight years. Notice of appeal filed 
Sept. 21, 1892. 



Transcript filed Nov. 28, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Sept. 27, 1893. 



Insufficient cor- 
roboration of 
the accomplice. 

Closed. 
99 Cal. 574. 



Information filed April 21, 1890. Ver- 
dict April 16, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 28, 18S^ fine |2,500, 
or imprisonment in county jail one 
day for each $4, and not to exceed 625 
days. Notice of appeal filed June 5, 



Transcript filed Nov. 29, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded Aug. 11, 



Evidence taken 
at a former trial 
inadmissible. 

Closed. 
99 Cal. 227. 



Information filed June 25, 1892. Ver- 
dict Oct. 22, 1892, murder in first de- 
gree. Judgment Nov. 22, 1892, im- 
Erisonment for life. Notice of appeal 
led Nov. 22, 1892. 



Application for certificate of 
probable cause. Stay of pro- 
ceedings Dec. 1, 1892. 



Immaterial evi- 
dence not res 
gestae. 

Closed. 
96 Cal. 596. 



Information filed July 15, 1892. Ver- 
dict Aug. 18, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct. 1, 1892, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 5, 1892. 



Transcript filed Dec. 7, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 7, 1893. 



Closed. 
97 Cal. 469. 
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BEPOBT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attobnbt-Gxnbbai^'s 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


20971-The People, etc, Re- 
spondent, vs. Louis Etting 
and Burt Hadley, Appel- 
lants. Attorney-General 
for People, J. R. Dupuy, C. 
W. C. Kowell for Appel- 
lants. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Jobbery. 


20972-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. B. F. Galla- 
gher, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, W. F. 
Aram for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Embezzle- 
ment. 


20973-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Geo. Munroe, 
Appellant. Attomey-Gen- 
eralfor People, W. T. Will- 
iams, Wm. E. Cox for Ap- 
pellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Forgery. 


20975— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John A. Bee- 
vers. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Frank 
H. Short for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Bigamy. 


20977— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. J. D. Smith, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, A. J. & 
Elwood Bruner for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to Cotinty. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20978— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Esperanza B. 
de AbUa and B. F. Bragg, 
Appellants. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, W. T. Will- 
iams, C. C. Stephens, T. S. 
Adams,' and R. A. Ling 
for Appellants. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Forgery. 


20979— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. George Green- 
ing, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Bar- 
ham & Bolton for Appel- 
lant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Arson. 


20980— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. R. Daniels, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, C. C. Ste- 
phens for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
01 Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Arson. 
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stage of Proceedings in Conrt Below. 



Memoiandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Oct. 7, 1892. Ver- 
dict Nov. 2, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Nov. 9. 1892, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 9, 1892. 



Transcript filed Dec. 5, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Sept. 28, 1898. 



Closed. 
99 Cal. 577. 



Information filed July 2. 1892. Ver- 
dict Oct. 8, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct. 2i, 1892, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 19, 1892. 



Transcript filed Dec. 15, 1892. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Aug. 16, 1893. Petition for 
rehearing, Sept. 12, 1893. 
granted. Judgment and 

. order affirmed Dec. 22, 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 446. 



Information filed March 16, 1892. Ver- 
dict Oct. 27. 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Nov. 19, 1892, seven years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 21, 1892. 



Transcript filed Dec. 16, 1892. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
July 25, 1893. Rehearing 
granted Aug. 24, 1893. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed Dec. 
30, 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 664. 



Information filed March 3, 1892. Ver- 
dict May 28, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment June 1. 1892, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 26, 1892. 



Transcript filed Dec. 23, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, cause remanded for 
new trial Aug. 15, 1893. 



Judgment of di- 
vorce still on 
appeal, not ad- 
missible to 
prove marriage 
in a prosecu- 
tion for Digamy . 

Closed. 
99 Cal. 286. 



Information filed Nov. 2, 1891. Ver- 
dict March 18, 1892, murder in first 
degree. Judgment April 8, 1892, life. 
Notice of appeal filed April 8, 1893. 



Transcript filed Dec. 31, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed May 5, 1893. 



Insufficiency of 

evidence. 
Closed. 

98 Cal. 277. 



Information filed March 28, 1892. Ver- 
dict May 31, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment June 13, 1892, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 13, 1892. 



Transcript filed Jan. 7, 1893. 
Orderea appeal dismissed 
October 29, 1893. 



Pardoned June 8, 

1893. 
Closed. 



Information filed Feb. 23, 1892. Ver- 
dict April 28, 1892, guilty of arson, 
second degree. Judgment May 24, 
1892, eight years. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 27, 1892. 



Transcript filed Jan. 14. 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 3, 1894. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 384. 



Information filed March 2, 1892. Ver- 
dict March 17, 1892, guilty of arson 
in second degree. Judgment March 
28, 1892, five years. Notice of appeal 
filed March ^1, 1892. 



Transcript filed Jan. 11, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Sept. 28, 1893. 



Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
99 Cal. xviii. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-OENERAL. 



Copt of Attobnxt-Genbral's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


20081— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. C. Morphy, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gren- 
eral for People, L. J, Mad- 
dix and T. S. O'Donnell for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Stanislaus 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information — Obtaining 
money by false and fraudu- 
lent pretenses. 


20983— The People, etc.j Re- 
spondent, vs. Steve Doug- 
las, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, J. T. 
Matlock and A. B. Cowman 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


20984-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. H. Squires. 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J.D.Whaley 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal— 


By indictment— Felony. 


20985-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Geo. Abbott, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for" People. C. C. Ste- 
phens for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
OI Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Burglary. 


20988-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Albert Dana, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, James H. 
Budd, J. E. Budd for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20989— Ex parte John Weis- 
enstein, Petitioner, habeas 
corpus. Attorney-General 
and Oregon Sanders, Dep- 
uty, for People, Otto turn 
Suden for Appellant. 








20990— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Roney, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Dennis 
Spencer for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 


Criminal 


By information— Assault to 
commit rape. 


20991— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Albert Lar- 
son, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, G. C. 
Freeman, F. H. Short for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal— 


By information— Robbery. 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
DocKBT OP Cbiminal Casks— Continued. 



61 



stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed June 27, 1892. Ver- 
dict Sept. 20, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Sept. 23, 1892, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 28, 1892. 


Transcript filed Jan. 16, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and Court directed to sustain 
demurrer Oct. 13, 1893, Peti- 
tion for rehearing filed Oct. 
27, 1893; denied Nov. 9, 1893. 


Closed. 
100 Cal. 84. 


Information filed April 29, 1892. Ver- 
dict Sept. 22, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct. 3, 1892, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 21, 1892. 


Transcript filed Jan. 18, 1893. 
Judgment and order aflarmed 
Oct. 10, 1893. 


Closed. 
100 Cal. 1. 


Indictment filed June 7, 1892. Verdict 
Aug. 23, 1892, guilly as charged. Judg- 
ment Sept. 10, 1892, eight years. No- 
tice of appeal filed Sept. 19, 1892. 


Transcript filed Jan. 20. 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Aug. 16, 1893. 


Closed. 
99 Cal. 327. 


Information filed Oct. 10, 1891. Verdict 
Mar. 26, 1892, guilty of burglwj, first 
degree. Judgment Mar. 31, 1892, five 
years. Notice of appeal tiled Mar. 
31,1892. 


Transcript filed Jan. 18, 1893. 
Judgment and orderreversed 
Oct. 10, 1893. Respondent's 
petition for • rehearing in 
bank filed Oct. 30, 1893, 
granted Nov. 10, 1893. Judg- 
ment and order affirmed 
Mar, 16, 1894. 


Instruction as to 
possession of 
stolen goods 
held inapplica- 
ble under the 
circumstances 
of the case and 
clearly error. 

Closed. 
101 Cal. 645. 


Information filed May 28, 1892. Ver- 
dict Oct. 26, 1892, guilty of murder 
in second degree. Judgment Nov. 10, 
1892, thirty-five years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Dec. 6, 1892. 


Transcript filed Jan. 31, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 3, 1893. 


Closed. 




Petition filed Feb. 11, 1893. 
Writ issued same day. Re- 
turn to writ filed Feb. 16, 1893. 
Prisoner remanded same 
day. 


Closed. 


Information filed May 19, 1892. Ver- 
dict June 21, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment June 27, 1892, twelve years. 
Notice of appeal filed Aug. 11, 1892. 


Transcript filed Feb. 11, 1893. 
Judgment and orderaffirmed 
Nov. 29, 1893. 


Closed. 
100 Cal. 375. 


Information filed June 4, 1892. Verdict 
July 2, 1892, guilty. Judgment July 
15, 1892, forty years. Notice of appeal 
filed J^y 18, 1892. 


Transcript filed Feb. 13, 1893. 
Judgment and order revers- 
ed, cause remanded for new 
trial, Oct 10, 1893. 


Reversed on a 
review of evi- 
dence. Among 
cases not re- 
ported in 99 
Cal. xviii. 

Closed. 



< 



62 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-QENERAL. 

Copt of Attobney-Gxnbrai^'s 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Pzosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


20992-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, V8. George Green, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, G. C. Free- 
man, W. H. LaRue, F. H. 
Short for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


20993— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Charles M. 
Crews, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Ross Campbell and J. T. 
Campbell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 

• 


20994— The People, etc.. Ap- 
pellant, vs. Elmer Walters, 
Respondent. Attorney- 
General for People, R. E. 
Bledsoe and E. W. Free- 
man for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal — 


By information -Murder. 


20995— The People etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Ah Len, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, C. C. Stephens 
and Geo. J. Denis for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


20996-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. John Mc- 
Nulty, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Carroll Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information —Murder. 


20997-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. J acob Casteel 
and Edward Burns, Appel- 
lants. Attorney-General 
for People, Paris & Satter- 
waite and Elmer E. Rowell 
for Appellants. 


Superior Court 
ot San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


20999-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. M. L. G. 
O'Brien, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, D. 
J. Toohy for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Embezzle- 
ment. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed June 4, lS{tt. Verdict 
J nne 30, 1892, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment July 16, 1892, life. Notice of 
appeal filed July 18, 1892. 



Transcript filed Feb. 13, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and cause remanded for new 
trial Sept. 26, 1893. 



Limiting counsel 
to one hour in 
argument is 
abuse of discre- 
tion and error 
in a case of fel- 
ony. 

Closed. 
99Cal.664. 



Information filed Aug. 1, 1892. Verdict 
Nov. 19, 1892, guilty of murder in sec- 
ond degree. Judgment Nov. 28, 1892, 
life. Notice of appeal filed Jan. 31, 
1893. 



Transcript filed Feb. 14. 1893. 
Judgment and order amrmed 
March 29, 1894. 



Closed. 
102Cal.l74. 



Information filed Sept. 6, 1892. De- 
murrer filed Sept. 10. 1892. Verdict 
Nov. 18, 1892, guilty of murder second 
degree. Motion for new trial granted 
Dec. 12, 1892. Notice of appeal filed 
Jan. 25, 1893. 



Transcript filed Feb. 1, 1893. 
Order reversed, with direc- 
tions to trial Court to enter 
proper judgment upon the 
verdict, April 14, 1893. 



Closed. 
98 Cal. 138. 



Information filed July 9, 1890. Verdict 
April 29, 1892, guiltv of murder in 
second degree. Judgment May 3, 
1892, ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed May 6, 1892. 



Transcript filed Feb. 15, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
April 11, 1893. 



Closed. 
98 Cal. 133. 



Information filed April 26, 1888. Ver- 
dict Aug. 6, 1888, murder in first de- 
gree. Judgment Aug. 25, 1888, death. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 19, 1888. 
Second appeal June 1, 1892. Third 
appeal Sept. 15, 1892. 



Transcript filed Fieb. 18, 1893. 
Orders appealed from af- 
firmed August 9, 1893. 



Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
99 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed April 30, 1892. Ver- 
dict July 22, 1892, guilty as charged, 
and prior conviction against Jacob 
Casteel. Judgment July 30, 1892, 
Edward Burns, eight years; Jacob 
Casteel, twelve years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed Sept. 29, 1892. 



Transcript filed Feb. 17, 1893. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Sept. 23, 1893. 



Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
99 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed Aue. 20, 1891. Ver- 
dict Oct. 7, 1891, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Nov. 20, 1891, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 27, 1891. 



Transcript filed Feb. 27, 1893. 



Pending. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

COPT OF ATTOBNBT-GENERAXi'S 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


21001— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Oscar 0. 
Wells, . Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, J. 
M. Brooks and J. W. Bal- 
lard for Appellant. 


ISuperior Court 
oi Orange Co. 


Criminal.. 

• 


By information— Assault witli 
deadly weapon. 


21002— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Horace Whit- 
aker. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, E. 0. 
Larkins and R. F. Roth for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Obstructing 
a public highway. 


21003— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Kube Mitch- 
ell, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People. Clay 
W. Taylor and Johnson 
& Chase for Appellant. 

■ 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21004— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Edward L. 
Baker, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
J. G. Peck and S. M. White 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Forgery. 


21005— The People, etc.. Ap- 
pellant, vs. John Gleason, 
Respondent. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook for Respondent 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal— 


By information— Incest. 


21006— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. B. Wil- 
cox, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, H. V. 
Morehouse, Hiram B. 
Tuttle, and J. A.- Russell 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
01 Santa Clara 
County. 


Criminal— 


By information— Murder. 


21007— The Peojple, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Wieger, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, HoU & 
Dunn for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal- 


By information — Obtaining 
property by false and fraudu- 
lent pretenses. 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Docket of Criminal Casbs— Continned. 
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stage of Proeeedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed July 11, 1892. Ver- 
dict Oct. 25, 1802, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Dec. 5, 1892, eighteen 
months. Notice of appeal filed. 



Transcript filed March 8, 189a 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, cause remanded for 
new trial, Nov. 8, 1892. 



Error to accept 
a juror whose 
formed opinion 
is not clearly 
based on public 
rumor, com- 
mon notoriety, 
or statements 
in public jour- 
nals. 

Closed. 
100 Cal. 227. 



Information filed January 17, 1893. 
Verdict February 11, 1893, guilty as 
charged. Judgment February 20, 
1893^ three months in county jaiL 
Notice of appeal filed February 27, 
1893. 



Transcript filed March 13, 1893. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded 
March 14, 1894. 



Closed. 
101 Cal. 697. 



Information filed June 2, 1891.' Ver- 
dict November 3, 1892, guilty of man- 
slaughter. Judgment December 5, 
1892. ten years. Notice of appeal 
filed December 6^ 1892. 



Transcript filed March 13, 1893. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed and new trial ordered 
November 11, 1893. 



Evidence is ad- 
missible to 
prove that the 
crime was com- 
mitted by an- 
other. Record 
of acquittal of 
other person 
not admissible. 

Closedf 
100 Cal. 328. 



Information filed September 30^ 1891. 
Verdict November 13, 1891, guilty as 
charged. Judgment December 22, 
1891, fourteen years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed December 19, 1891. 



Transcript filed March 15, 1893. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed October 27, 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 188. 



Information filed Sept. 7, 1892. Ver- 
dict Oct. 3, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Order granting new trial Dec. 24, 1892. 
Notice of appeal filed Jan. 11, 1893 



Transcript filed Mar. 21, 1893. 
Order reversed Aug. 23, 1893, 
with directions to Court be- 
low to proceed to judgment 
on verdict of jury. 



Closed. 
99 CaL 359. 



Information filed April 1, 1892. Ver- 
dict April 29, 1892, guilty of murder, 
second degree, judgment May 6, 
1892, life. Notice of appeal filed Dec. 
10, 1892. 



Transcript filed Mar. 22, 1893. 
^peal dismissed Nov. 15, 



Closed. 



Information filed Aug. 13, 1892. Ver- 
dict Nov. 30, 1892, gmlty as charged. 
Judgment Dec. 9. 1892, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 16, 1892. 



Transcript filed Mar. 31, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Nov. 25, 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 
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BEPOBT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copt of Attohnby-Oxstkrai^'s 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


21010— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. B. P. Daniels 
and Joseph HutchingB, Ap- 
pellants, Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Conspirmcy. 


21011— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Lee Sing, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, S. J. Hinds and 
Frank H. Short for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21012-The People, etc« Re-* 
spondent, vs. Byron Hast- 
ings, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, £. K. 
Chase and J. L. Chase for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Contra 
Costa County. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Arson. 


21013— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chuey Y ing 
Git, Woo Ah Woy, and kS 
Foon, Appellants. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Mahon & Laird. J. A. Har- 
alson for Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 


Criminal. 


By information— Robbery. 


21014— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Arthur Ban- 
nister, Frank Hawley, Ap- 
pellants. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, W. C. Bro- 
beck, P. A. Bergerot for 
Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Burglary. 


21015-The People, etc„ Re- 
spondent, vs. G. W. Waite, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Aug. Tilden 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Perjury. 


21017— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Claude L. 
Hill, Appellant Attorney- 
General for People, M. E. 
C. Munday, F. 8. Adams, 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Embezzle- 
ment. 


21018— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Jaratania 
Nicolosi, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
E.K.Anabel, Paris & Alli- 
son, for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal.- 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 



Doci 



BEPOBT OF ATTORNET-OENERAL. 
OF Grimikal CASBS-^ontinued. 
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Stage of Prooeedlngs In Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Feb. 4, 1892. Ver- 
dict Apr. 21, 1882, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 9, 1892, E. P. Dameis 
fine of $150 or 75 days in county jail; 
Joseph Hutchings fine 150 or 25 
days. Notice of appeal filed Dec. 1, 



Transcript filed Apr. 21, 1893. 



Pending. 



Information filed Sept. 13, 1892. Ver- 
dict Nov. 6, 1892, guilty of murder in 
first decree. Judgment Nov. 25, 1892, 
life. Notice of appeal filed Nov. 25, 
1892 



Transcript filed Apr. 22, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct. 18, 1893. 



Closed. 



Information filed Dec. 31, 1892. Ver- 
dict Jan. 27, 1893, guilty of arson, sec- 
ond degree. Judgment Feb. 9, 1893, 
five years. Notice of appeal filed 
Apr. 6, 1893. 



Transcript filed Apr. 24, 189& 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Jan. 16, 1894. 



Closed. 



Information filed Jan. 26, 1893. Verdict 
Feb. 10, 1893, Chuey Ying Git not 
guilty; Woo Ah Woy ana Ki Foon 
guilty as charged. Judgment Feb. 
27, 1S9S, five years each. Notice of 
appeal filed Feb. 28, 1893. 



Transcript filed May 14. 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Dec. 21, 189a 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 437. 



Information filed Dec. 16, 1892. Verdict 
Jan. 27, 1893, burglary in second de- 
gree. Judgment Feb. 18, 1898, Ban- 
nister one year ; Hawlev three years 
at Whittier. Notice of appeal filed 
March 23, 1893. 



Transcript filed May 8, 1893. 
Judgment appealed from, re* 
versed, and new trial ordered 
Nov. 10, 1893. 



Guilty as chareed 
not sufficient in 
burglary. Must 
finddegree. 

Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
100 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed Nov. 7, 1892, Verdict 
Feb. 24, 1893, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment March 11, 1893. ten years. No- 
tice of appeal filed March 20, 1893. 



Transcript filed May 8, 1893. 
Judgment and order deny- 
ing motion in arrest of judg- 
ment are affirmed April &, 
1894. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 251. 



Information filed Jan. 23, 1893. Ver- 
dict Mar. 2, 1893. guilty as charged. 
Judgment Mar. 13. 1893. three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Mar. 13, 1893. 



Transcript filed May 8, 1893. 
Judgment and order revers- 
ed, cause remanded for new 
trial, Nov. 28, 1893. 



Error in the ad- 
mission of evi- 
dence. 

Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
100 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed Feb. 27, 1893. Vei> 
diet Mar. 28. 1893, guilfy as charged. 
Judgment April 6, 1893, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed April 6, 1893. 



Transcript filed May 12, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Nov. 20, 1893. 



Closed. Unre- 

{ sorted cases, 
00 Cal. xviii. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy or ATTomiKY-GKiTKSAi.'g 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Kature 
of Crime. 


21019— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Geo. Fehren- 
back, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Robt. Ferral. Wilson & 
Bert for Appellant. 


Superior Conrt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 


21020— The People, etc. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. J. Kln- 
delberger, Appellant At- 
torney-General for People, 
D. T. Sullivan and W. J. 
Donovan for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
oi Alameda 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Rape. 


21021— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Martin H. 
Handley, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Robt. Ferral for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San I^an- 
cisco. 


Criminal— 


By information— Arson. 


21022— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Nathaniel 
Greene, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Chas. B. Darwin for Ap- 
I>ellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.- 


By information— Embezzle- 
ment. 


21023— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Adolph Kru- 
ger. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Robt. 
Ferral for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Burglary. 


21026— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Wallace, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, R. E. Bled- 
soe, Byron Waters for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
01 San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal- 


By information— Assault with 
deadly weapon. 


21027— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Jas. E. Wells 
and OUie Hutchings, alias 
Gracie Gilbert, Appellants. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple, Clara Foltz for Appel- 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal— 


By information— Forgery. 


21028-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Phil. Crowley, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, G. E. Stnrte- 
vant, J. Q. White, Carroll 
Cook, for Appellant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Mendo- 
cino County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Attempt to 
commit burglary. 



EEPOBT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
DocKBT OF Criminal Casbs— Continued. 
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Stacre of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Dec. 29, 1802. Ver- 
dict April 11, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 14, 1893, eight years. 
Notice of appeal filed Aprillfi, 1893. 



Transcript filed May 16. 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 3, 1894. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 394. 



Information filed Dec. 13, 1892. Ver- 
dict Feb. 18, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment March 27, 1893, seven 
^ears. Notice of appeal filed April 
,1883. 



K 



Transcript filed May 18, 1893. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed and cause remanded 
for new trial Nov. 27, 1893. 



Lost on account 
of remarks of 
Court. 

Closed. 
100 Cal. 367. 



Information filed March 24, 1892. Ver- 
dict July 1, 1892, guilty of arson, sec- 
ond degree. Judgment July 9, 189% 
six years. Notice of appeal filed 
July 13, 1892. 



Transcript filed May 22, 1893. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Nov. 28, 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 370. 



Information filed Aug. 27, 1891. Ver- 
dict Sept. 16. 1892. guilty as charged. 
Judgment Dec. 24, 189^ five years. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 30, 1892. 



Transcript filed May 27, 1893. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Oct. 17, 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 340. 



Information filed Jan. 14, 1892. Verdict 
Sept. 2, 1892, burglary, first degree. 
Judgment Oct. 8, 1&2, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 11, 1892. 



Transcript filed May 27. 1893. 
Judgment and order afi^rmed 
Dec. 26, 1893. 



Closed. 



Information filed March 6, 1893. Ver- 
dict May 6, 1893, gniltv as charged. 
Judgment May 9, 1893. eighteen 
months. Notice of appeal filed May 
13, 1893. 



Transcript filed June 5. 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Feb. 7, 1894. 



Closed. 
101 Cal. 28L 



Information filed Aug. 4, 1892. Verdict 
Oct. 14 1892, guilty as cnarged. Judg- 
ment Jan. 21, 1893, five years. Notice 
of appeal filed Jan. 31, 1893. 



Transcript filed June 5, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
and new trial ordered Dec. 
22,1893. 



District Attorney 
asked improper 
questions to 
prejudice Jury. 

Closed. 
100 Cal. 459. 



Information filed March 8, 1893. Ver- 
dict April 14, 1893, guilty of attempt 
to commit ourglary. first degree. 
Judgment April 17, 1893, twenty-five 
years. Notice of appeal filed May 
17,1898. 



Transcript filed June 8, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Dec. 23, 1893. 



Closed. 
100 Cal. 478. 
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BEPOBT OF ATTOBNEY-GENEBAL. 

Copy ov ATTOBNXY-GxNXRAi^'b 



Title of Caase. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


210aO-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Manr E. Mar- 
tin, Appellant Attorney- 
General for People, Welles 
Whitmore, M. C. Chapman, 
for Appellant. 


SuperiorConrt 
of Alameda 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Obtaining 
money and property under 
false pretenses. 


21031— The People, etc.. Ap- 
pellant, vs. C. H. Clement, 
Respondent. Attorney- 
General for People, W. T. 
Williams, for Re8i>ondent. 


SuperiorConrt 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny and embezzlement. 


2103a-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Gea Kilving- 
ton. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Wm. 
P. Veuve for Appellant. 


• 
Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21034-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. H. 
^awden, Appellant Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Ernest Sevier for Appel- 
lant. 


SuperiorConrt 
of Humboldt 
County. 


Criminal - 


By information— Murder. 


21036-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. David Davis, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Wm. Gile- 
son and H. J. Andrews for 
Appellant 


SuperiorConrt 
of Tehama 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Assault with 
attempt to commit murder. 


21037— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Timothy 
Lynch, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
J. H. & J. E. Budd, F. H. 
Gould for Appellant. 


SuperiorConrt 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


CriminaL. 


By information— Assault with 
a deadly weapon. 


21038— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent vs. Esther Brown, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. M. Ful- 
weiler for Appellant. 


SuperiorConrt 
of Placer Co. 


Criminal- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


2103&-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. H. Tomlin- 
son, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People. A. E. 
Mack, A. D. Lemon for Ap- 
pellant. 


SuperiorConrt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 



REPOBT OF ATT0RNEY-GE17ERAL. 
I>ocKST OF Criminal Gabbs— Continued. 
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Stage of Prooeedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed March 22, 1882. Ver- 
dict June 29. 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct. 17, 18^ ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 17, 1892. 



Transcript filed June 19, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May 81, 1894. 



Aug. 2, 1898, peti- 
tion for habeas 
corpus. Issued 
Aug. 9, 1898. re- 
turnable Aug. 
11, 1893. Peti- 
tion granted 
same day. 

Closed. 
102 Cal. 568. 



Information filed March 15, 1893. Ver- 
dict Majr 5, 1893, euilty of an attempt 
to commit grand larceny. Motion in 
arrest of j uclgment sustained May 31, 
1893) five days to file amended in- 
formation. None filed; defendant 
discharged June 10, 1893. Notice of 
appeal filed June 10, 1893. 



Transcript filed June 19, 1893. 
Order affirmed Feb. 28, 1894. 



Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
101 Cal. xvUi. 



Information filed June 7, 1892. Ver- 
dict July 14,- 1892, guilty of man- 
slaughter. Judgment July 30. 1892. 
seven years. Notice of appeal filed 
Aug. 2, 1892. 



Transcript filed June 24, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 3, 1894. Rehearine 
granted. Judgment ana 
order reversed Sept. 13, 1894. 
Cause remanded for new 
trial. 



Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Information filed March 31, 1890. Ver- 
dict June 21, 1890, guilty of murder, 
first degree. Judgment July 8, 1890, 
death. Notice of appeal filed July 
15, 1890. 



Transcript filed July 3, 1893. 
Appeal dismissed Oct. 18, 



Bawden was exe- 
cuted pending 
appeal, Sept 2*^ 

Closed. 



Information filed Jan. 27, 1893. Ver- 
dict May 6. 1893, guilty of assault 
with deadly weapon. Judgment 



May 18, 1893, fifteen months, 
of appeal filed May 22, 1898. 



Notice 



Transcript filed July 20, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 13, 1894. 



Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
101 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed Dec. 6, 1892. Ver- 
dict April 24, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 1, 1^^ two years. 
Notice of appeal filed July 26, 1893. 



Transcript filed Aug. 16, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Feb. 6. 1894. 



Closed. 
101 Cal. 229. 



Information filed Jan. 19, 1891. Ver- 
dict April 13, 1891, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 16^ 1891, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed May 16, 1891. 



Transcript filed Aug. 15, 1893 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct. 19, 1893. 



Closed. 



Information filed April 3, 1898. Ver- 
dict May 23, 1893, guilty of grand lar- 
ceny. Judgment June 26. 1893, four 
years. Notice of appeal filed July 5, 
1898. 



Transcript filed Aug. 17, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 27, 1894. Petition for 
rehearing denied April 27, 
1894 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 19. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copt of Attobnit-Qskkbal's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


21041— Ex parte Ah Cue on 
habeas corpus. Attorney- 
General for People, Harvey 
8. Brown and Thos. D. 
Riordan for petitioner. 








21042— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Joseph P. 
Monaghan et al., Appel- 
lants. Attorney - General 
for People, KippA Massey 
for Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment— Obtaining 
property by false pretenses. 


21043— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent vs. Lee Line and 
Wong Fun, Appellants. 
Attorney-General lor Peo- 
ple, John J. Coffey for Ap- 
pellants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - 


By indictment— Murder. 


21044— Ex parte Geo. Lipp- 
man on habeas corpus. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Harvey S. Brown for Peti- 
tioner. 








21046— Ex parte Geo. Lipp- 
man on habeas corpus. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Harvey S. Brown for Peti- 
tioner. 








21046— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Manuel 
Strybe and R. Strybe, Ap- 
pellants. Attorney-General 
for People, H. W. Johnson 
for Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 


21047— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent,vs.C. Bustemente, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. L. Cope- 
land and Callen & Neale 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 


21050— The People, etc« Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. R. Lane, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Peonle, Grove L. 
Johnson, M. C. Barney, and 
C. A. Webb for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Yuba Co. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Murder. 



BEPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
Docket of Criminal Casbs— Continued. 
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Stage of Prooeedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 




Petition filed Aug. 24, 1893, re- 
turnable in bank Aug. 26, 
1893. Petitioner discharged 
Jan. 26, 1894. 


Closed. 
101 Cal. 197. 


Indictment filed June 21, 1882. Ver- 
dict June 2, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment July 14, 1893, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed July 31, 1893. 


Transcript filed Aug 23, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
ApA 19, 1894. 


Closed. 
102 Cal. 229. 


Indictment filed Maich 15, 1893. Ver- 
dict April 11, 1893, guilty of murder, 
first degree. Judgment April 29, 
1893, death. Notice of appeal filed 
July 13, 1893. 


Transcript filed Aug. 23, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct. 18, 1893. AppeUant filed 
petition for wnt of prohibi- 
tion Feb. 1, 1894. Denied 
same day. 


Closed. 




Petition filed Aug. 24, 1893, 
made returnable in bank 
Au^. 26, 1893. Jan. 26, 1894, 
Petitioner discharged. 


Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
101 Cal. xvii. 




Petition filed Aug. 24, 1893, 
made returnable in bank 
Au^. 26, 1893. Jan. 26, 1894, 
Petitioner discharged. 


Closed. 
101 Cal. xvii. 


Information filed Apr. 15. 1893. Verdict 
May 31, 1893, both guilty of murder 
in second degree. Judgment July 
21, 1893, thirty years. Notice of ap- 
peal filed June 21, 1893. 


Transcript filed Aug. 18, 1893. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, cause remanded. Mar. 
Sj 1894. Respondent's peti- 
tion for rehearing filed Mar. 
9, 1894; denied AprU 2, 1894. 


Because Court 
did not give in- 
struction on 
character of ac- 
complice's tes- 
timony request- 
ed by defense. 

Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
101 Cal. xviU. 


Information filed Nov. 12, 1892. Ver- 
dict Dec 15, 1892, guilty of petit lar- 
ceny. Judgment Jan. 27, 1893, six 
months in county jail. Notice of 
appeal filed Jan. 28, 1893. 


Transcript filed Auk. 26, 1893. 
Judgment afiirmea Oct. 19, 
189a 


Closed. 


Information filed June 26, 1892. Ver- 
dict Oct. 22, 1892, murder in first de- 
gree. Judgment Nov. 22, 1892, life. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 22, 1892. 


Transcript filed Dec. 2, 1892. 
Judgment and order afiirmed 
March 3, 1894. 


Closed. 
101 Cal. 513. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copt of Attobnst-Qbnxral's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
Counlj Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Proaeeutiou and Natare 
of Crime. 


21061— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Sidney Bell, 
alias Sidney Thomas, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, Barclay Hen- 
ley and A. MacSherry for 
Appellant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robhery. 


21062-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Sidney Bell, 
alias Sidney Thomas, Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, Henley & Mac- 
Sherry for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Robbery. 


21053-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Sidney Bell, 

pellant. Attorney-General 
for People, Barclay Henley 
and A. MacSherry for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


21054— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. A. J. Koss, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Swinnerton 
& Rutherford, A. V. Scan- 
Ian, Nicol <fc Orr for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal— 


By information— Perjury. 


21055— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Thomas Ed- 
wards, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Ben B. Haskell for Appel- 
lant. *^*^ 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


21056— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent vs. H. L. Patter- 
son, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Byron 
Ball and R. L. Simpson for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Criminal— 


By information— Incest 


21057— The People, etc^^ Ap- 
pellant, vs. John W. Flood, 
Kespondent. Attorney- 
General for People, W. W. 
Foote, W. H. Chapman, 
Carroll Cook, Knight & 
Heggarty for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - 


By indictment — Embezzle- 
ment. 


21059-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. P. J. Sullivan, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, A. E. Mack 
and A. D. Lemon for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 
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stage of Piooeedlngi in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Feb. 11, I89I. Ver- 
dict Sept Ki, 1882, guilty as charged. 
Jadgment Sept. 17, 1892, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Sept. 4, 1893. 



Transcript filed Sept. 2S, 1883. 
Jadgment and order affirmed 
March 8, 1894. 



Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
101 Cal. xviii. 



Infoimation filed Feb. 11, 188L Ver- 
dict Ang. 30. 1898, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Sept. 17, 1892, ten years. 
Notice of appeial filed Sept. 4, 1893. 



Transcript filed Sept. 2S, 1888. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 8, 1894. 



Closed. 
101 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed Feb. 11, 1891. Ver- 
dict Sept 15, 189^ guilty as charged. 
Judgment Sept 17. 1892, forty years. 
Notuse of appeal filed Sept 4, 1893. 



Transcript filed Sept 25, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
March 8, 1894. 



Closed. 
101 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed June 28, 1893. Ver- 
dict July 81, 1893, guiltv as charged. 
Judgment Sept 18, 1893, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed Sept 18, 1893. 



Transcript filed Oct 16, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
July 26, 1894; directions to 
lower Court to arrest its judg- 
ment. 



Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Information filed July 8, 1893. Ver- 
dict July 25, 1893, guuty of burglary, 
second degree. Judgment Aug. 19. 
1893, three years. Notice of appeal 
filed Aug. 29, 1893. 



Transcript filed Oct 17, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
March 6, 1894. Discharged on 
habeas corpus July, 1894. 



Error of court- 
room clerk in 
placing rubber 
band around 
certain names 
in jurors' box. 

Closed. 
101 Cal. 543. 



Information filed March 23, 1893. Ver- 
dict April 15, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 24, 1893, eight years. 
Notice of appeal filed May 17, 1893. 



Transcript filed Oct 17, 1893. 
Judgmentand orderamrmed 
Apnl 19, 1894. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 



Indictment filed April 19, 1893. Vei^ 
diet June 14, 1898. guilty as charged. 
New trial granted July 7, 1893. Notice 
of appeal filed July 14, 1893. 



Transcript filed Oct 25, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
May l,a894. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 330. 



Information filed December 16, 1892. 
Verdict May 9, 1893, guilty of murder 
in first degree. Judgment June 9, 



1893, death. 
June 9, 1893. 



Notice of appeal filed 



Transcript filed October 3, 
1893. Judgment and order 
affirmed January 15, 1894. 



Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTOBNEY-QBNERAL. 



Copt of Attornby-G«»kral*8 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Pzosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


21060— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, Y8. M. D. Hamil- 
ton, Appellant Attorney- 
General for People, Eugene 
Daney, J. L. Copeland, and 
E. W. Hendrick for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Refusal to 
pay over public moneys. 


21061— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Harrv Chris- 
tian, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, E. W. 
Wilson for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
ofHumboldt 
County. 


Criminal.- 


By information— Assault with 
deadly weapon. 


21062— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. William Bray, 
Appellant. Attomey-Gen- 
eralf or People, J.M.Thomp- 
son & Son for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma 
County. 


Criminal.. 


Bv information — Furnishing 
intoxicating liquors to In- 
dians. 


2106a-The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. William H. 
Young, Appellant Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
R. A. Ling, Z. G. Peck for 
Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Murder. 


21064— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. C. H. Wy man. 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Jas. H. & 
J. E. Budd, P. H. Gould 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Criminal- 


By information — Embezzle- 
ment 


21065— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J os6 Antonio 
Cnavez, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Daney & Wright for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Rape. 


21068— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Etta Stokes, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Horace L. 
Smith for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Criminal- 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 


21070— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent vs. Etta Stokes, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Horace L. 
Smith for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Kings Co. 


Criminal— 


By information— Grand lar- 
ceny. 
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Stage of Prooeedlngs in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Coun. 



Remarks. 



Information filed 

Verdict May S , . v - 

. charged. Order arresting mdgment 

Jane 9, 1891. Judgment October 5, 

188SL two years, x^otice of appeal 

filed October 5, 1888. 



February 25, 1881. 
'^ 1881, ^ilty as 
Kind 



Transcript filed November 2, 
1883. Judgment and order 
reversed August 2, 1884. 
Lower Court ordered to dis- 
miss. 



Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Information filed June 8, 1883. Ver- 
dict September 20, 1883, guilty as 
charged. Judgment September 26, 
1883, eighteen months. Notice of ap- 
I>eal filed October 20, 1883. 



Transcript filed November 6, 
1883. Judgment and order 
reversed, cause remanded, 
March 1, 1884. 



Variance be- 
tween commit- 
ment and in- 
formation as to 
name of prose- 
cuting witness. 

Closed. 
101 Cal. 47L 



Information filed Aug. 21, 1883. Ver- 
dict Oct. 5, 1883, guuty as charged. 
Judgment Oct. 8, 1883, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 23, 1893. 



Transcript filed Nov. 10, 1883. 



Pending. 



Information filed May 4, 1888. Verdict 
Aug. 26, 1883, guilty of manslaughter. 
Judgment sept. 2, 1883, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Sept. 4, 1883. 



Transcript filed Nov. 23, 1883. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed May 3, 1884. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 411. 



Information tiled Oct 3, 1883. Verdict 
Oct. 20, 1883, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment Oct 30, 1883, two and one half 
years. Notice of appeal filed Nov. 2, 



Transcript filed Nov. 28, 1888. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed May 31, 1884. 



Evidence not suf- 
ficient to prove 
commission. 

Closed. 
102 Cal. 552. 



Information filed Aug. 28, 1883. Vei> 
diet Sept. 8, 1883, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Sept 11 1883, forty years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct 30, 1883. 



Transcript filed Nov. 28, 1883. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
July 25, 1884. 



Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Information filed April 1^ 1883. June 
15, 1^3, judgment of dismissal on 
the ground tnat the offense charged 
was committed in territory compris- 
ing new county of Kings. Notice of 
appeal filed Dec. 14, 1883. 



Transcript filed Dec. 23, 1883. 
Judgment and order reversed 
June 2^ 1894; remanded for 
new trial. 



Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Information filed June 21, 1883. Ver- 
dict Oct. 23. 1883, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct 26. 1883, ten years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct 26, 1883. 



Transcript filed Dec 27, 1883. 
Order affirmed May 24, 1884. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 501. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

OOPT or ATTORllXY>GKrS&A.I«'0 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Proseootion and Nature 
of Crime. 


21071— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Jos. Brady, 
Appellant. Attomey-Gen- 
eraffor People, N. C. Bled- 
soe for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Robbery. 


21072-The People, etc. Re- 
spondent, vs. Patrick Con- 
nolly, Appellant Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Lawler & Gray for Appel- 
lant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Embezzle- 
ment. 


21073-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Arthur Ban- 
nister et al. Appeal of 
Thomas Comwefl, Appel- 
lant. Attomey-GeBeralfor 
People, W. I. Brobeck and 
P. A. Bergerot for Appel- 
lant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Burglary. 


21075-The People, etc.. Ap- 
pellant, vs. J. H. Collins, 
Respondent. Attorney- 
General for People, L. L. 
Cory and N. C. Caldwell 
for Respondent 


Superior Court 
01 Fresno Co. 


Criminal— 


By indictment— Libel. 


21076— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. C. A. Nesbit, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People. T. J. Crow- 
ley for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 


Criminal- 


By information— Obtaining 
property by false pretenses. 


21077— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Elmer E. 
Gordon, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Daney & Wright for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Criminal - 


By information— Assault with 
a deadly weapon with intent 
to commit murder. 


21080— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent vs. 8. A. Smith, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, A. M. John- 
son for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Sonoma Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Forgery. 


21081— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. C. E. . K. 
Koyce, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Reddy, Campbell & llet- 
son for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - 


By indictment — Embezzle- 
ment. 
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Stage of Prooeedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed Sept 4. 1893. Verdict 
Oct. 12. 1893, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment Oct. 12, 1893, ten years. Notice 
of appeal filed Oct 25, 1893. 



Transcript filed Dec. 30. 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
June 2, 1894. 



Unreported cases, 
102 Cal. xviii. 



Information filed Jan. 31, 1893. Verdict 
April 28, 1893, guiltv as charged. 
Judgment June 12, 1893, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 12, 1893. 



Transcript filed Dec, 2, 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct 4, 1891 



Closed. 
104 Cal. 



Information filed Dec. 16, 1892. Ver- 
dict Jan. 26, 1893, guiltv as charged. 
Judgment Feb. 18, 1893, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 18, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 6, 1894 
Judgment and order re- 
versed, cause remanded, Jan. 
25,1894. 



Degree not found 
by jury. "Guilty 
as charged" i§ 
not sufficient 
when there are 
degrees in the 
crime. 

Closed. Unre- 
ported cases, 
100 Cal. xviii. 



Indictment filed Nov. 13, 1893. De- 
murrer tiled Nov. 29, 1893. Demur- 
rer sustained Dec. 11, 1893. Notice of 
appeal filed on demurrer Dec. 20, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. la 1894. 
Judgment affirmed May 2, 
1894. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 345. 



Information filed Jan. 18, 1893. Ver- 
dict Feb. 23, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Feb. 25, 1893, seven years. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 20, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 10, 1894. 
Judgment affirmed April 30, 
1894. 



Closed. 
102 Cal. 327. 



Information filed Sept 26, 1893. Ver- 
dict Dec. 6, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Dec. 1^ 1893. Notice of 
appeal filed; 



Transcript filed Jan. 13, 1894. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Aug. 17, 1894. 



Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Information filed Nov. 20, 1893. Ver- 
dict Dec. 13, 1893, guiltv as charged. 
Judgment Dec. 18. 1893, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 20, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 20, 1894. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed Aug. 17, 1894. . 



Information de- 
fective. 

Closed. 
103 Cal. 



Indictment filed June 2, 1893. Verdict 
Sept 26, 1^ guilty as charged. 
Judgment Oct 3L 1893, seven years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 6, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 23, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
August 14, 1894. Sept 13th 
judgment of department 
vacated and rehearing or- 
dered in bank, October term. 
Submitted Nov. 15, 1894. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnxt-Gkns raid's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


21082--Th€ People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. W. M. Lemon, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Terry & 
Williams and Sayle & Cald- 
well for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal— 


By information— Selling liquor 
to Indians. 


21083— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. John Good- 
rich, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Ross 
Campbell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Criminal- 


By information— Selling in- 
toxicating liquors to Indians. 


21084-The People, etc., Re- 
. spondent,v8. Louisa Worth- 
ington, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People. 
Robert Ferral and Bur- 
nette G. Haskell for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - 


By information— Murder. 


21086— Ex parte P. Asbill, 
David Mackey, and Lan- 
caster Lupton, habeas 
corpus. Attorney-General 
for People. 








21087— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. William H. 
Moore, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Wm. Fitzgerald for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 


Criminal- 


By information— Crime against 
nature. 


2108&— The People, etc., Re- 
spondentys. Geo. Bee, alias 
Geo. W. Hoyt, Appellant. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple, G. E. Colwell, Steams 
& Elliott for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Rape, a prior 
conviction assault to commit 
rape. 


21089— The People, etc^^ Re- 
spondent, vs. John Wells, 
Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Frank 
H. Short for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal- 


By information— Perjury. 


21093— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Joseph Mal- 
lon, alias Joseph Mitchell, 
and Joseph Foran, alias 
Thomas Floyd, Appellants. 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple, Augustus Tilden for 
Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit robbery; 
prior conviction petit lar- 
ceny. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court 


Remarks. 


Information filed Sept. 4, 1893. Ver- 
dict Oct. 17, 1893, guilty. Judgment 
Oct. 27, 1893, three months. Notice 
of appeal filed Dec. 26, 1893. 


Transcript filed Jan. 25, 1894. 
Submitted Sept. 11, 1894. 




Information filed Oct. 3, 1893. Verdict 
Nov. 15, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Nov. 27, 1893. eighteen 
months. Notice of appeal filed Jan. 
2, 1894. 


Transcript filed Jan. 30, 1894. 


Pending. 


Information filed June 14, 1893. Ver- 
dict Aug. 11, 1893, guilty of murder, 
second degree. Judgment Sept. 23, 
1893, twenty-five years. Notice of 
appeal filed Sept. 27, 1893. 


Transcript filed Jan. 30, 1894. 


Pending. 




Petition filed Feb. 2, 1894. 
Writ ordered issued, return- 
able Feb. 28, 1894. 




Information filed May 5, 1893. Verdict 
May 22, 1893, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment May 24, 1893, forty-one years. 
Notice of appeal filed Oct. 27, 1&»3. 


Transcript filed Jan. 30, 1894. 
Judgment reversed Aug. 11, 


Defendant not 
apprised of his 
right to chal- 
lenge jurors 
before being 
sworn. 

Closed. 


Information filed Aug. 10, 1893. Ver- 
dict Sept. 18, 1893, guilty of an assault 
to commit rape. Judgment Sept. 22, 
1893, twenty-two years. Notice of 
appeal filed Nov. 7, 1893. 


Transcript filed Feb. 9, 1894. 
Stipulation and order dis- 
missing appeal Feb. 28, 1894. 


Closed. 


Information filed July 12, 1893. Ver- 
dict Sept. 22, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Sept. 25, 1893. fourteen 
yeairs. Notice of appeal filed Oct. 17, 


Transcript filed Feb. 12, 1894. 
Judgment affirmed April 6. 
1894. Order of affirmance set 
aside April 16, 1894. Judg- 
ment and order reversed and 
new trial ordered Aug. 31, 
1894. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 


Information filed May 22, 1893. Verdict 
July 11, 1893, Joseph Mallon guilty 
as charged. Judgment Sept. 23, 1893. 
twelve years. Notice of appeal filed 
Sept. 23, 1893. 


Transcript filed Nov. 26. 1893. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
August 11, 1894. Rehearing 
denied Sept. 11, 1894. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copt of Attobnxy-Gbnbbai.'8 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


21094— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Richard 
Ward, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Angustns Tilden for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21095— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. F. A. Dins- 
more, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 

. Mahon& Laird, S.N. Reed, 
and Carroll Cook for Ap- 
pellant. 


Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Rape. 


21096— The People, etc.. Ap- 
pellant, vs. fi. M. Leonard, 
Respondent. . Attorney- 
General for People, More- 
house & Tuttle for Re- 
spondent. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 


Criminal- 


By indictment— Making false 
entries in a record kept by a 
corporation. 


21097— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. D. Sher- 
man, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, J. 
A. Cooper and J. 0. vN hite 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Mendocino 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21098— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Jas. M.Neary, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Bart Burke, 
C. B. Younger, Reddy, 
Campbell & Metson for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Criminal— 


By information— Murder. 


21099— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. W. L. Ep- 
pinger. Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, D. 
L. Smoot for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal— 


By information— Intent to de- 
fraud. 


2110(y-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Horace G. 
Hartman, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
C. W. Hartman for Ap- 
pellant 


Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 


Criminal— 


By information— Assault with 
mtent to commit rape. 


21104— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Un Dong, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, C. D. 
Wright, D. W. Burchard 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa 
Clara Co. 


Criminal - 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit murder. 
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Stas^e of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed July 12, 1893. Verdict 
Nov. 9, 1893, guilty of murder in first 
de^ee. Judgment Nov. 25, 1893, im- 
prisonment for life. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 6, 1893. 


Transcript filed Feb. 5, 1894. 


Pending. 


Information filed Oct. 15, 1892. Verdict 
August 24, 1893. Judgment Sept. 18, 
1894, fifty-one years. Notice of appeal 
filed Oct. 18, 1893. 


Transcript filed Feb. 26, 1894. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed ; cause remanded 
May 3, 1894. 


A continuance of 
ten months in 
the midst of a 
trial is an abuse 
of discretion 
and error. 

Closed. 
102 Cal. 381. 


Indictment filed Feb. 1, 1894. Demurrer 
filed Feb. 7, 1894. Demurrer overruled 
Feb. 21, 1894. Notice of appeal filed 
Feb. 19, 1894. 


Transcript filed March 2, 1894. 
Order sustaining demurrer 
reversed ; cause remanded 
June 26, 1894. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 


Information filed July 10, 1893. Verdict 
Nov. 24, 1893, guilty of manslaughter. 
Judgment Dec. 11, 1893, six years. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed March 5, 1894. 
Judgment and order reversed 
July 25, 1894. 


On the ground of 
insufficiency of 
the evidence. 

Closed. 
103 CaL 


Information filed Sept. 12, 1893. Verdict 
Oct. 29, 1893, guilty of murder, second 
degree. Judgment Dec. 12, 1893, four- 
teen years. Notice of appeal filed 
Jan. 11, 1894. 


Transcript filed March 7, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct. 4, 1894. 


Closed. 
104 Cal. 


information filed Dec. 13, 1893. Ver- 
dict Jan. 10, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Jan. 19, 1894, fourteen 
years. Notice of appeal filed Jan. 
19, 1894. 


Transcript filed March 7, 1894. 




Information filed Aug. 28, 1893. Ver- 
dict Sept. 21, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Sept. 26, 1893, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Feb. 21, 1894. 


Transcript filed March 10, 1894. 
Judgment reversed; cause 
remanded June 26, 1894. 


Right to a public 
trial denied. 
Officers of 
Court and de- 
fendant only 
allowed to re- 
main in court- 
room. 

Closed. 
103 Cal. 


Information filed Sept. 29, 1893. Ver- 
dict Nov. 8. 1893, guilty of assault 
with deadly weapon. Judgment 
Nov. 22, 1893, two years. Notice of 
appeal filed Jan. 15, 1894. 


Transcript filed March 23, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 10, 1894. 
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EBPOBT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attornsy-Gbnbbaii's 



TlUe of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Aotion. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 


21105— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Winnie Stan- 
ton, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, John 
L. Love, A. 0. Colton for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal- 


By information— Assault with 
caustic chemicals. 


21106— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. W. F. Baird 
and John Brown, Appel- 
lant. Attorney-General for 
People, Goucher, Jacobs 
& Jones, Seth Mann, R. 
B. Terry, L. L. Cory, Wm. 
A. Harris for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By indictment— Forgery. 


21107— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. W. F. Baird, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Seth Mann, 
W. H. Hatton, Goucher, 
Jacobs & Jones. Wm. A. 
Harris for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Criminal.. 


By Indictment— Forgery. 


21108— The People, etc.. Ap- 
pellant, vs. Wm. Bryon, Re- 
spondent. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, B. F. Fow- 
ler for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 


Criminal- 


By information — Compound- 
ing a felony. 


21109— The People, etc.; Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Gibson 
and Chas. Gibson, Appel- 
lants. Attorney-General 
for People, Mahon & Laird 
and Carroll Cook for Ap- 
pellants. 


Superior Court 
of Kern Co. 


Criminal.. 


By Information— Murder. 


21110— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Matthew Cur- 
rey, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, R. A. 
King and C. C. McComas 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


21111— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Daniel M. 
Porter, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Geo. A. Knight and Spals- 
bury & Burke for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Criminal- 


By information— Perjury. 


21112— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. A. B. Mc- 
Sweeney, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Byron Waters, A. B. Paris 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Conrt. 


Remarks. 


Information filed Oct 4, 1803. Ver- 
dict Dec. 18, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Dec. 22, 1893, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed Feb. 10, 1894. 


Transcript filed March 28, 1894. 
Submitted August 15, 1894. 




Indictment filed Dec. 6, 1891. Ver- 
dict May 24, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 28. 1892, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Dec. 17, 1892. 


Transcript filed March 29, 1894. 
Reversed Nov. 1, 1894. 


104 Cal. 


Indictment filed Dec. 6, 1891. Verdict 
May 12, 1892, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 28, 1892, six years. 
Notice of appeal tiled Dec. 17. 1892. 


Transcript filed March 29, 1894. 




Information filed Feb. 13, 1891 Ver- 
dict March 6, 1894^ guilty as charged. 
Defendant's motion for arrest of 
judgment granted Mar. 12, 1894. No- 
tice of appeal filed May 14, 1894. 


Transcript filed Mar. 29, 1894. 
Order appealed from re- 
versed Sept. 1, 1894. Cause 
remanded for further pro- 
ceedings. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 


Information filed Dec. 31, 1892. Ver- 
dict March 30, 1893, guilty murder 
first degree. Judgment June 12, 1893, 
life. Notice of appeal filed July 21, 
1893. 


Transcript filed Mar. 29, 1894. 


Pending. 


Information filed Sept. 3, 1893. Ver- 
dict Nov. 9, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Nov. 15, 1893, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 15, 1893. 


Transcript filed March 29, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Aug. 16, 1894. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 


Information filed Jan. 18, 1893. Ver- 
dict Oct. 12. 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Nov. 10, 1893, five years. 
Notice of appeal filed Nov. 13, 1893. 


Transcript filed April 3, 1894. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed Oct. 27, 1894. 


Closed. 
104 Cal. 


Information filed Aug. 2, 1893. Ver- 
dict Oct. 7, 1893, guilty of murder, 
first degree, penalty life. Judgment 
Oct. 23, 1893, life. Notice of appeal 
filed Dec. 2, 1893. 


Transcript filed April 2, 1894. 
Submitted Sept 11, 1894. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobney-Geitkral's 



Title of Canse. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 



21113— Ex parte Foss, habeas 
corpus, retitioner. Attor- 
ney-General and Oregon 
Sanders, Deputy, for Peo- 
ple, C. E. McLachlan, for 
Petitioner. 



Criminal - 



21115— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Gustave 
Liandman, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Daney & Wright for Appel- 
lant. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Criminal. 



By information — Assault with 
a deadly weapon. 



21118— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Alfred M. 
Dilwood, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
S. J. Hinds, for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Burglary. 



21119— The PeoDle, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Robert Lang, 
alias Robert Lange, alias 
Lane, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
J. T. Carey for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Burglary. 



21120— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Richard An- 
derson, Appellant Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Ford & Burnell for Appel- 
lant. 



Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — Murder. 



21121— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Alfred M 
Dilwood, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
S. J. Hinds for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 



Criminal-. 



By information — Burglary. 



21123— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. William 
Learv, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, W. 
A. Kearney, C. F. Lacy, and 
Patrick Ready for Appel- 
lant 



Superior Court 
of Monterey 
County. 



Criminal. 



By information — Murder. 



21124— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Francisco 
Maldonado and Victor 
Maldonado, Appellants. 
Attorney-General tor Peo- 

Sle, H.H. Appel and Horace 
lell for Appellants. 



Superior Court 
of Los An- 
geles County. 



Criminal-. 



By information — Felony — 
Placing obstruction on rail- 
road track. 



21125— Ex parte W. R. Bibby 
on habeas corpus. Attor- 
ney-General for People, F. 
H. Short for Petioner. 



Criminal. 
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StSLge of Prooeedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 




Petition for writ filed April 3. 
1894. Writ issued; return- 
able April 16, 1894. Prisoner 
remanded May 2, 1894. 


Closed. 


Information filed Dec. 29, 1898. Ver- 
diet Feb. 8, 1894, guilty of assault 
witli intent to murder. Judgment 
Feb. 27, 1894, ten years. Notice of 
appeal filed March 12, 1894. 


Transcript filed Anril 11. 1894. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Aug. 17, 1894; cause re- 
manded. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 


Information filed July 17, 1898. Ver- 
dict March 13, 1894, guilty of burglary, 
first degree. Judgment March 19. 
1894, fifteen years. Notice of appeal 
filed March 19, 1894. 


Application for writ of proba- 
ble cause filed April 1$, 1894 ; 
granted April 13, 1894. 




Information filed Aug. 2, 1893. Ver- 
dict Sept. 11, 1893, guilty of burglary 
in second degree. Juagment Sept. 
16, 1893, five years. Notice of appeal 
filed April 3, 1894. 


Transcript filed ApiU 19, 1894. 
Judgment and oraer reversed 
Oct. 4, 1894. 


Closed. 
104 Cal. 


Information filed Sept 28, 1893. Ver- 
dict Dec. 8, 1893, guiliy of man- 
slaughter. Judgment Dec. 16, 1893, 
six and one half years. Notice of 
appeal filed Dec. 20, 1893. 


Transcript tiled April 20, 1894. 
Submitted Aug. 31, 1894. 




Information filed July 12, 1893. Ver- 
diet March 13, 1894, guilty burglary, 
first degree. Judgment March 19, 
1894. fifteen years. Notice of appeal 
filed March 19, 1894. 


Transcript filed April 23, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 14, 1894. 




Information filed Oct. 3, 1898. Verdict 
Nov. 27, 1893, guilty of murder in 

. first degree. Judgment June 4, 1894, 
death. Notice of appeal filed Jan. 6, 
1894. 


Transcript filed April 30, 1894. 
Submitted Sept. % 1894. 




Information filed Nov. 9. 1893. Verdict, 
guilty of having maliciously placed 
obstruction on track, but not with 
intent to derail train. Judgment, 
five years. Notice of appeal tiled 
Feb. 13, 1894. 


Transcript filed May 1, 1894. 
Judgment aflftrmed Aug. 14, 
1894. Petition for wnt of 
habeas corpus denied Oct. 
12, 1894. 






Petition filed May 10, 1894. 
Writ issued same day. 
Prisoner discharged May 6, 
1894. 


Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copy of Attobnet-Gknbbai^'s 



Title of Canse. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Crime. 



2112&— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. 8. R. Hart, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, G. G. 
Goucher, H. H. Welsh, E. 
8. Edwards, Thompson & 
Prince, A. L. Hart for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment — Embezzle- 
ment. 



21127— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Button, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Byron 
Waters, W. A. Harris for 
Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 



Criminal - 



By information — Murder. 



21129— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Patrick J. 
Collins, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, G. 
E. Col well, P. C. Harlan for 
Appellant. 



SuT)€rior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. 



By information— Murder. 



21130— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs, Wing Dem, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, 8. J. Hinds 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Kings Co. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Burglary. 



21132— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. B; F. Napth- 
aly. Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Carroll 
Cook for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information — Assisting 
prisoners to escape. 



21133— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. E. Lehman, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, W. R. Ja- 
cobs, F. H. Gould for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Seduction. 



21134— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Domingo 
Horda, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Paris & Allen for Appel- 
lant. 



Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Misdemean- 
or. 



21135— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. J. Gagliano 
and A. Bargelini, Appel- 
lants. Attorney - General 
for People. A. D. Splivalo 
and L. C. Pistolesi for Ap- 
pellants. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. 



By information— Robbery. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Indictment filed Nov. 13, 1893. Ver- 
dict March 16, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 9, 1894, one year. 
Notice of appeal filed April 16, 1894. 


Transcript filed May 17, 1894. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Sept. 20, 1894; error confessed. 




Information filed Sept. 6, 1893. Ver- 
dict Nov. 29, 1893, guilty of man- 
slaughter. Judgment Dec. 1. 1893, 
seven years. Notice of appeal filed 
Dec. 2, 1893. 


Transcript filed May 18, 1834. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Nov. 2. 1894. Rehearing de- 
nied Nov. 19, 1894. 


104 Cal. 


Information filed Nov. 22, 1893. Ver- 
dict Jan. 12, 1894, guilty of murder 
in first degree. Judgment Feb. 3, 
1894, death. Notice of appeal filed 
Feb. 7, 1894. 


Transcript filed May 27, 1894. 
Submitted Sept. 4, 1894. 




Information filed Dec. 23, 1893. Ver- 
dict Jan. 31, 1894, guUty ot burglary, 
first degree. Judgment Feb. 6, 1894, 
three years. Notice of appeal filed 
Feb. 20, 1894. 


Transcript filed May 31, 1894. 




Information filed Mar. 23, 1892. Ver- 
dict Feb. 27, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Mar. 14, 1893, |1,000 fine, or 
imprisonment in county jail 600 
days. Notice of appeal filed Mar. 15, 


Transcript filed June 5, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 14, 1894. 




Information filed Feb. 1, 1894. Ver- 
dict Mar. 22, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Mar. 23, 1894, fine of |500. 
Notice of appeal filed April 25, 1894. 


Transcript filed June 4, 1894. 
Submitted Aug. 15, 1894. 




Information filed Aug. 16, 1893. Ver- 
dict Nov. 9, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Nov. 13, 1893, fine of $360, 
or imprisonment one day for each $2. 
Notice of appeal filed. 


Transcript filed June 6, 1894. 


Pending. 


Information filed Jan. 25, 1893. Ver- 
dict Feb. 20, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Mar. 18, 1893, J. Gagliano 
eight years. Notice of appeal filed 
Mar. 2S, 1893. 


Transcript filed June 12, 1894. 
Judgment and order aflSrmed 
Aug. 16, 1894, no briefs being 
on file and appellants not 
appearing. Kehearing de- 
nied Sept. 14, 1894. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy OF Attorney-Gbnsbal*s 



Title of Cause. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 



21136— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ernest Web- 
ber, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People. Paul 
C. Harlan for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal. 



By information— Robbery. 



21137— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. John John- 
son, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, D. J. 
Toohy for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Grand lar- 
ceny, prior convictions. 



21138— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Kirsh- 
ner, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, W. F. 
Aram, F. J. Breaixy for Ap- 
pellant. 



Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — Appropriat- 
ing money. 



21139— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Albert Hitch- 
cock, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People, Ford 
& Bunnell, Ernest Sevier 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Humboldt 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information — Perjury. 



21140— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Martin Joch- 
insky and Alexander 
Schenkoosky. alias Alex. 
Sinko, Appellants. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Rooert Ferral for Appel- 
lants. 



Superior Court 
01 San Fran- 
cisco. 



Criminal.. 



By information— Burglary. 



21141— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Richard 
Tucker, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, A. 
V. Scanlan for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



Criminal-. 



By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 



21142— Ex parte Thomas Ed- 
wards on habeas corpus. 
Attorney-General and Ore- 

fon Sanders, Deputy, for 
•eople, B. B. Haskell for 
Petitioner. 



Criminal.. 



21144— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Tom Moron- 
go, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for People. Pans 
& Allison for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 



Criminal. - 



By information — Assault with 
intent to murder. 



21145— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. H. M. Leon- 
ard, Appellant. Attorney- 
General for PeoplCj More- 
house, Tuttle & Richards 
for Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By indictment — Embezzle- 
ment. 
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stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed Mar. 22, 1894. Ver- 
dict Mar. 26, 1894. guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 21, 1894, life. Notice 
of appeal filed May 1, 1894. 


Transcript filed June 18, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Aug. 14, 1894. 


103 Cal. 


Information filed Jan. 14, 1892. Ver- 
dict Sept. 13, 1893, guilty as charged; 
confessed prior convictions. Judg- 
ment Sept. 22, 1893, twenty years. 
Notice of appeal filed Sept. 29, 1893. 


Transcript filed June 18, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct. 27, 1894. 


Closed. 
103 Cal. 

• 


Information filed Oct 20, 1893. Ver- 
dict Nov. 23, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Jan. 30, 1894, three years. 
Notice of appeal filed Jan. 31, 1894. 


Transcript filed June 23, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Aug. 14, 1894; no brief on file 
and non-appearance of Ap- 
pellant 


Closed. 


Information filed Dec. 2, 1893. Verdict 
April 4. 1894, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment April 13, 1894, five years. Notice 
of appeal filed April 24,1894. 


Transcript filed June 26, 1894. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Nov. 2, 1894. 


104 Cal. 


Information filed Nov. 15, 1893. Ver- 
dict Dec. 16, 1893, guUty of burglary, 
first degree. Judgment Jan. 16, 1894, 
Martin Jochinsky ten years. Notice 
of appeal filed Jan. 18, 1894. 


Transcript filed June 26, 1894. 


Pending. 


Information filed Jan. 18, 1894. Ver- 
dict April 11, 1894, ^Ity as charged. 
Judgment April 13, 1894, four years. 
Notu5e of appeal filed May 28, 1894. 


Transcript filed June 18, 1894. 
Reversed Nov. 1, 1894. Peti- 
tion for rehearing filed Nov. 
28. 1894. 


104 Cal. 




Petition filed June 28, 1894 ; is- 
sued same day, returnable 
July 2, 1894. Petitioner dis- 
charged July 6, 1894. 


Closed. 


Information filed Sept. 26, 1898. Verdict 
Nov. 3. 1893, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment Nov. 13, 1893, one year. Notice 
of appeal filed Nov. 13, 1893. 


Transcript filed June 26, 1894. 
Judgment and order af- 
firmed Aug. 16, 1894. Mo- 
tion to recall remittitur de- 
nied Sept. 28, 1894. 


Court has no 
power to recall 
remittitur. 


Indictment filed Jan. 16, 1894. Verdict 
April 30. 1894, guilty as charged. Judg- 
ment May 14. 1894, three years. No- 
tice of appeal filed May 6, 1894. 


Transcript filed July 9, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 14, 1894. 
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RBPORT OP ATTOBNEY-GENERAL. 



COFT OF AtT0BNET-GeNERAI.*8 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


21147— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Enoch G. 
Bidleman, Appellant At- 
torney-General for People. 
E. S. Pillsbury special 
counsel for People, Jas. 
H. Long and Eugene N. 
Deuprey for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Embezzle- 
ment. 


21148— The People, etc., Ap- 
pellant, vs. W. H. Swear- 
inger. Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General and District 
Attomev for People, J. A. 
Cooper for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
01 Mendo- 
cino County. 


Criminal- 


By information — Altering 
and defacing earmark of a 
steer with intent to steal and 
prevent identification. 


21160— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Juan MiUan, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Carroll 
Cook for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Ventura 
County. 


Criminal-. 


By information — Obtaining 
money by false pretenses. 


21162-The People, etc„ Re- 
spondent, vs. Louis Hertz 
and Dora Hertz, Appel- 
lants. Att'y-General for 
People, Robert Ferral and 
Jas. Napthaly for Appel'ts. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Receiving 
stolen goods. 


21163— Michael Ahem vs. W. 
E. Hale, Warden, etc.. Re- 
spondent. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Respondent, Alfred 
Clarke for Appellant. 




Criminal- 




21164— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Chas. Garcia, 
alias Ramon Herrara, Ap- 
pellant Attorney-General 
for People, A lex. Campbell, 
Jr., for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


21156-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Wm. Young, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Wallace M. 
Pence for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Monterey 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21156— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. W. M. Fred- 
ericks, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
G. E. Colwell for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
01 San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal - 


By information— Murder. 


21167— Ex parte Walter G. 
Thomas on habeas corpus. 
Attorney-General (C. H. 
Jackson, Deputy) for Peo- 
ple, G. W. Monteith for 
Petitioner. 




Criminal— 
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Stage of ProceedlngH in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


BemarkB. 


Information filed Aug. 22, 1882. Ver- 
dict Aug. 16, 1893, guilty of embez- 
zling 1717 66, with recommendation 
to mercy. Judgment Oct 13, 1893, 
four yeara Notice of appeal filed 
Oct. 19, 1893. 


Transcript filed July 10, 1894. 
Submitted Aug. 27, 1894. 




Information filed Oct. 11, 1893.. De- 
murrer filed Nov. 13, 1893. Demur- 
rer sustained Nov. 13, 1893. Notice 
of appeal filed June 20, 1894. 


Transcript filed July 16, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 10, 1894. 




Information filed June 16, 1893. Ver- 
dict June 26, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment June 30, 1893, seven years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 25, 1894. 


Transcript filed July 18, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 14, 1894. 




Information filed April 18, 1894. Ver- 
dict May 23, 1894, guilty as charged; 
Judgment June L 1894, four years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 4, 1894. 


Transcript filed June 24, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 19, 1894. 






Petition for habeas corpus 
filed July 24, 1894. Denied 
July 25, 1894. 


Closed. 


Information filed Dec. 27, 1893. Ver- 
dict Jan. 18, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Feb. 9, 1894, twenty years. 
Notice of appeal filed March 19, 1894. 


Transcript filed July 26, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 16, 1894. 




Information filed April 2, 1894. Ver- 
dict May 26, 1894, guilty of murder, 
first degree. Judgment June 8, 1894, 
death. Notice of appeal filed June 8, 
1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 1, 1894. 
Continued to January calen- 
dar. 




Information filed March 29, 1894. Ver- 
dict April 20i 1894, guUty of murder, 
first degree. Judgment May 7, 1894, 
death. Notice of appeal filed May 
23, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 2, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 16, 1894. 




• 


Petition filed Aug. 2, 1894. 
Writ issued same day. Peti- 
tioner discharged Aug. 4,1894. 


Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copt of Attobnbt-Gbnbsai^'s 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of ProBecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


21168— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Fremont 
Smith, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, 
Edwin Swinford for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Colusa Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21161— The People, etc^ Re- 
spondent, vs. Chin Hane 
and Hoey Yen Sing, Ap- 
pellants. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, A. L. Hart 
for Hoey Yen Sing, G. L. 
& H. W. Johnson for Chin 
Hane. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Criminal., 


By information— Murder. 


21162— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. Eugene F. 
West, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People. J. 
N.E. Wilson, Myer Jacobs, 
Robt. Ferral for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Murder. 


21163— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. George B. 
Skith, Appellant Attor- 
ney-General for People, A. 
J; Ridge and C. W. Cross 
for Appellant 


Superior Court 
01 Nevada Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21164— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, vs. R. P. Clark, 
Appellant. Attomev-Gen- 
eral for People, Lamberson 
& Middlecoft, C. L. Russell 
for Appellant 


Superior Court 
o! Tulare Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 


21165— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent vs. Rico Morasco, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, A. J. Dob- 
bins, Oscar Coughlin, J. A. 
Spinnetti for Appellant 


Superior Court 
of Solano Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Murder. 


21166— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Felix Ward, 
Appellant Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People. J. W. Bal- 
lard for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Orange Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information — Grand lar- 
ceny. 


21167— Ex parte C. R. Ben- 
nett, habeas corpus, Appel- 
lant. District Attorney 
and Attorney-General for 
People, W. Brassy for Peti- 
tioner. 




Criminal. - 
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Stage of Prooeedings in Court Below. 


Memorandnm of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed Feb. 19, 1894. Verdict 
April 21, 1894, guiltv of murder, first 
degree. Judgment May 8, 1894, death. 
Notice of appeal filed June 20, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 2, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 11, 1894. 




Information filed May 3, 1892. Ver- 
dict May 27, 1893, Chin Hane guilty 
murder, first degree ; Hoey Yen Sing 
same, with imprisonment for life. 
Judgment July 8, 1893, Hoey Yen 
Sing, life: Chin Hane, death. Notice 
of appeal filed: Chin Hane July 11, 
1893; Hoey Yen Sing Aug. 26, 1893. 


Transcript filed Aug. 7, 1893. 


Pending. 


Information filed Oct. 30, 1893. Ver- 
dict Feb. 16, 1894, guilty of murder, 
second degree. Judgment Feb. 23. 
1893, twenty-five years. Notice of 
appeal filed Feb. 27, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 16, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 11, 1894. 




Information filed April 6, 1894. Ver- 
dict June 2, 1894, guilty of man- 
slaughter. Judgment June 27, 1894, 
five years, Notice of appeal filed 
July 2, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 16, 1894. 




Information filed Sept. 18, 1893. Ver- 
dict Nov. 29, 1893, guilty as charged. 
Judgment Dec. 11, 1893, twenty years. 
Notice of appeal filed April 24, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 11, 1894. 


• 


Information filed April 30, 1894. Ver- 
dict May 16, 1894, guilty of murder, 
first degree. Judgment May 24, 1894, 
death. Notice of appeal filed June 1, 
1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 22, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 11, 1894. 




Information filed March 12, 1894. Ver- 
dict April 11, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 26, 1894, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed May 26, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 21, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 11,1894. 






Petition filed Aug. 22, 1894. 
Writ issued Aug. 24; made 
returnable Aug. 26, 1894. 
Writ discharged Aug. 31, 1894. 


Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENBRAL. 

Copt or ATTOHNsr-GBNsitAii's 



Title of Cause. 


In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 


21168-The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Anthony 
Azoff, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, W. 
A. McGuire for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Murder. 


21169— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Brown, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, J. W. Bal- 
lard for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Orange Co. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Burglary. 


21170— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. W. F. Demas- 
ters et al.. Appellants. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Roth & McFadzean for Ap- 
pellants. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Qo. 


Criminal-. 


By information— Assault with 
intent to commit mayhem. 


21171— Ex parte Horace G. 
Hartman, habeas corpus. 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, W. Hart- 
man for Petitioner. 




Criminal.. 




21172— The People, etc. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Reilly, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for People, Alex. 
Campbell, Jr., for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal. - 


By information— Robbery. 


21173— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent,v8. Peter Schmitt, 
Appellant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Peonle, E. A. Forbes 
and W. H. Carlin for Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


By information. 


21174— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. Ye Fook Din, 
alias Ye Fook Sin, Appel- 
lant. Attorney-General for 
People, Lvman I. Mowry, 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Criminal.. 


B;y^ information— Assault with 
mtent to commit murder. 


21176— Michael Ahem, Peti- 
tioner, W.E. Hale. Warden 
Respondent. Attorney- 
General for Respondent, A. 
Clark for Petitioner. 




Criminal.. 




21178— The People, etc.. Re- 
spondent, vs. John Hervey 
Colbum, Appellant. Attor- 
ney-General for People, W. 
J. AicGee for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Amador 
County. 


Criminal.. 


By information— Robbery. 
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Staere of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Information filed May 28, 1894. Verdict 
Jane 29, 1894, gnilty of murder in first 
degree. Judgment July 3, 1894, death. 
Notice of appeal filed July 7, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 27, 1894. 
Submitted Oct 11, 1894. 




Information filed April 27, 1894. Ver- 
dict May 14 1894, guUty as charged. 
Judgment May 25, 1894, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 1, 1894. 


Transcript tiled Aug. 25, 1894. 
Submitted Oct. 11, 1894. 


• 


Information filed April 3, 1894. Ver- 
dict April 9, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment April 17, 1894, fourteen 
years. Notice of appeal filed April 
17, 1894. 


Transcript filed Sept 5, 1894. 


Pending. 




Petition filed Sept 6, 1894. 
Writ denied Sept 15, 1894. 


Closed. 


Information filed May 24, 1894. Ver- 
dict June 28, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment July 2, 1894, twenty years. 
Notice of appeal filed Aug. 10, 1894. 


Transcript filed Sept. 5, 1894. 


Pending. 


Information filed Nov. 28, 1893. Ver- 
dict Feh. 21, 1894. guilty of murder in 
first degree. Judgment March 3, 1894. 
life imprisonment Notice of appeal 
filed March 3, 1894. 


Transcript filed Sept 7, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 15, 1894. 




Information filed Feb. 1, 1894. Ver- 
diet March 20, 1894, guilty as charged. 
Judgment May 19, 1894, two years. 
Notice of appeal filed June 13, 1894. 


Transcript filed Sept 15, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 16, 1894. 






Petition filed Oct 4, 1894. Ap- 
plication denied Oct. 5, 1894. 




Information filed Oct 23, 1893. Ver- 
dict, guilty of the crime of robbery. 
Judgment Dec. 20, 1893, eight years. 
Notice of appeal filed Jan. 24, 1894. 


Transcript filed Oct 13, 1894. 
Submitted Nov. 15, 1894. 





7hh 
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BBPOBT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



Copt op Attobnbt-Gbivesal's 



Title of Oanse. 



In What 
County Tried 
and Adjudged. 



Charactorof 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and 
Nature of Crime. 



21181— The People, etc., Re- 
spondent, YS. Phineas 
Johnson, Appellant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Wm. J. McGee for Appel- 
lant. 



Superior Court 
01 Amador 
County. 



Criminal.. 



By information— For assault 
to rape. 



COPY OP ATTORNEY-GKNERAL^S 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


14836-P. H. Cahill, Respond- 
ent, vs. E. P. Colgan, etc.. 
Appellant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General, for Ap- 
pellant, Reddy, Campbell 
& Metson for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Aflfidavit and petition for writ 
of mandate to compel Appel- 
lant to draw warrant for $504. 


18068— W. T. Sawyer, Appel- 
lent, vs. E. F. Colgan, 
etCy Respondent. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and Barham & Bolton for 
Respondent, W. C. Belcher 
and George E. Bates for 
Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for per- 
emptory writ of mandate 
commanding Respondent to 
draw warrant in favor of 
Petitioner for |12,464 60, and 
costs. 


14645— County of Orange, Re- 
spondent, vs. R. T. Harris, 
Appellant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General, and F. 
W. Sanborn, attorneys for 
Respondent, Chas. H. Mc- 
Kelvey and W. L. Camp- 
bell att'ys for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Orange Co. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover |667 and 
20 per cent, amounting to 
1131 41, and costs, for money 
illegally collected from the 
county for making out de- 
linquent tax list. 


14811— William Irelan, Jr., 
Plaintiff and Appellant, vs. 
Edward P. Colgan, State 
Controller, Defendant and 
Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint for writ of mandate 
to compel defendant to issue 
warrant for |350. 


18065-F. J. Owen et al., Peti- 
tioners, vs. E. P. Colgan, as 
State Controller, Respond- 
ent. J. M.Wood, Intervenor 
and Appellant. Johnson, 
Johnson & Johnson, attor- 
neys for Petitioners, W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Respondent, 
C. L. White attorney for 
Intervenor. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit for alternate writ of 
mandate, commanding Con- 
troller to draw- warrant in 
favor of Petitioners for the 
sum of |1,728 52. 



REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL, 
DocKKT OF CBiuiMAii Gasbs— Continued. 



99 



Stage of Prooeedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judnneut In 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Information filed April 13, 1894. Ver- 
dict J une 8. 1894, guilty as charged. 
Kecommenaed to mercy of Court. 
Judgment July 13. 1893, six years in 
Folsom. Notice oi appeal filed July 
14, 1894. 



Transcript filed Nov. 16, 1894. 



Pending. 



DOCKET OF CIVIL CASES, SUPREME COURT. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Affidavit filed June 7, 1891. Peremptory 
writ of mandate issued Oct. 13, 1891. 
Kotice of appeal filed Nov. 6, 1891. 



Transcript filed Nov. 14, 1891. 
Judgment afiirmed Nov. 22, 
1892. 



No. 27. Closed. 
IVCal.Dec.144. 
Unreported 
cases, 96. Cal. 
xviii. 



Petition filed May 22, 189L Judgment 
for Defendant April 16, 1892. Notice 
of appeal filed April 21, 1892. 



Transcript filed May 21, 1892. 
Ordered judgment reversed, 
withdirections to lower Court 
to issue writ, April 26, 1894. 
Opinion modified May 26, 



No. 28. Closed. 
102 Cal. 283. 



Amended complaint filed January 14, 
1801. Answer filed January 22, 1891. 
Judgment for Plaintiff for the sum 
of $788 40 January 22, 1891. Notice 
of appeal filed June 26, 1891. 



Transcript filed Aug. 4, 1891. 
Judgment affirmed March 23, 
1893. 



No. 20. Closed. 
97 Cal. 600. 



Complaint filed July 31, 1891. Writ 
denied. Case appealed. 



Transcript filed Nov. 6, 1891. 
Judgment reversed Nov. 1, 



N0.2L Closed. 
96 CaL 413. 



Affidavit filed. Writ filed July 27, 1891. 
Judgment August 1, 1891, peremptory 
writ of mandate commanding Con- 
troller to draw warrant in favor of 
Petitioners for |1,728 62. Complaint 
of intervention filed September 4, 
189L Notice of appeal nled March 
31, 1892, by J. M. Wood. 



Transcript filed May 5. 1892. 
Order appealed from affirmed 
March 6, 189^. 



No. 22. Closed. 
97 Cal. 464. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnbt-Gbnbral's Dockst 



Title of Cause. 


In Whut Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


18093— The Commissioners to 
Manage the Yosemite Val- 
ley and Mariposa Big Tree 
Grove, Plaintiffs and Re- 
spondents, vs. G. K. Ber- 
nard, Defendant and Ap- 
pellant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-GeneraLattorney 
for Respondent. James H. 
Budd, Gould & McCabe, 
attorneys for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of Mariposa 
County. 


CivU 


Complaint for unlawful de- 
tainer of hotel and certain 
premises in Yosemite Valley. 


14668— The People upon the 
complaint and informa- 
tion of W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, Plaintiff 
and Appellant, vs. San 
Francisco Public Stock 
Exchange, Defendant and 
Respondent. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney -General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to prevent the De- 
fendant from doing business 
and for usurpation of fran- 
chise. 


15176— The People ex rel. F. 
S. Jennings, Petitioner, vs. 
H. H. Markham, Gover- 
nor, etc., Respondent. Gib- 
son & Titus for Petitioner, 
Attorney-General for Re- 
spondent. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


By affidavit and petition for 
writ of mandate to compel 
the Governor to issue a proc- 
lamation for an election in 
the 40th Senatorial District 
to fill a supposed vacancy 
based upon certain facts. 


15184— The People, etc., on 
the relation of J. W. Snow- 
ball, Petitioner, vs. R. 
W. Pendegast, as County 
Clerk of the County of 
Yolo, Respondent. G. W. 
McEnemy for Petitioner, 
Attorney-General for Re- 
spondent. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


CivU 


By petition and affidavit for 
wnt of mandate to com- 
mand County Clerk to file 
certificate of nomination of 
J. W. Snowball as a candi- 
date for Senator from Sixth 
District. 


15185— The People, etc., on 
the relation of J. W. Snow- 
ball, Petitioner, vs. H. H. 
Markham, as Governor of 
the State of California, Re- 
spondent. Garrett W. Mc- 
Enemy for Petitioner, At- 
tornev-General for Re- 
sponaent. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Petition and affidavit for writ 
of mandate commanding H. 
H. Markham, Governor, to 
issue proclamation of elec- 
tion to fill office of Senator 
for Sixth Senatorial District 
composed of Y'olo, Yuba, and 
Sutter Counties. 


15255— J. B. Strong, Peti- 
tioner, vs. Superior Court 
of Yolo County and W. H. 
Grant, as Superior Judge, 
Respondents. C. W. Thom- 
as, J . Craig, and J. E. Strong 
for Plaintiff, Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Respondents. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Petition for writ of mandate. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Memoiandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Complaint filed February 9, 1892. De- 
murrer and answer filed February 
19, 1892. Judgment for Plaintin 
April 26, 1892. Notice of appeal filed 
May 3, 1892. 



Transcript filed July 16, 1892. 
Judgment affirmed April 27, 



No. 25. Closed. 
98 Cal. 199. 



Complaint filed April 16, 1891. Sum- 
mons issued April 16, 1891. De- 
murrer to complaint filed April 22, 
1891. Demurrer sustained and judg- 
ment for Defendant May 1, 1891. 



Transcript filed Aug. 24, 1891. 
Judgment affirmed Aug. 11, 
1893. 



No. 15. Closed. 
Unreported 
cases, 99 Cal. 
xviii. 



Petition and affidavit filed 
Sept. 19, 1892. Demurrer filed 
Sept. 21, 1892, argued and 
submitted. Demurrer to pe- 
tition sustained and pro- 
ceedings dismissed Sept. 27, 
1892. .. \ r- . 



No. 81. Closed. 
96 Cal. 262. 



Petition and affidavit filed 
Sept. 26, 1892. Sept. 26, 1892, 
ordered alternate writ issue, 
returnable Sept. 28, 1892. De- 
murrer filed Sept. 28, 1892. 
Argued and submitted Sept. 
28, 1892. Writ denied and pro- 
ceedings dismissed Oct. 3, 
1892. 



No. 32. Closed. 
96 Cal. 289. 



Petition and affidavit filed 
Sept. 26, 1892. Same day al- 
ternate writ ordered issued, 
returnable Sept. 28, 1892. De- 
murrer filed Sept. 28, 1892. 
Argued and submitted Sept. 
28, 1892. Writ denied and 
proceedings dismissed Oct. 3, 
1892. 



No. 33. Closed. 
96 Cal. 289. 



Petition filed Dec. 14, 1892, for 
writ of mandate to compel 
Superior Court to dismiss 
case against Petitioner. Al- 
ternative writ issued Dec. 14, 
1892, returnable Jan. 3, 1893. 
Judgment for Defendant 
July 21, 1893. 



No. 34. Closed. 
99 Cal. 100. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnbt-Gbnebal's Dockjbt 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


14295-The People, etc.. ex 
rel. J. P. Dunn, State Con- 
troller, Plaintiff and Re- 
spondent, vs. Frank W. 
Gross, and A. J. Martin and 
John R. Martin, Executors 
of the will of John Martin, 
deceased (substituted for 
John Martin), and John 
Landers, Defendants and 
Appellants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Complaint to recover the sum 
of 1 arid penalties, inter- 
est, and costs. 


The People, etc., ex reL David 
Beasley, Petitioner and 
Plaintftf, vs. Walter Lind- 
ley. Superintendent of the 
Whittier State Reform 
School, Defendant. Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff, 
Hugh J. Crawford for De- 
fendant. 


Supreme Court 
o1 the State 
of California. 


CivU 


Petition for alternate writ of 
mandamus, commanding 
said Walter Lindley, Supt. of 
said Reform School, to show 
cause why Petitioner should 
not he admitted to said 
school. 


19035 — The People, etc., 
Plaintiff and Respondent, 
vs. Bartolo Ballerino and 
W. H. Harleson, Defend- 
ants and Appellants. At- 
torney-General for Plaint- 
iff and Respondent, Horace 
Allen for Appella^itS. /. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Complaint for judgment 
agamst Defendant Ballerino 
for $498 80, and 5 per cent 
thereon for delinquency, and 
2 per cent per month inter- 
est from last Monday of De- 
cember, 1888, attorney's fees, 
etc., and asking decree for 
sale of said real estate for 
said tax : tnd that said 
Hej-iesonO^e .foreclosed of all 


15493— The Grand Lodge of 
the Independent Order of 
Good Templars of the State 
of California (a corpora- 
tion). Petitioner, vs. H. H. 
Markham, E. G. Waite. and 
W. H. H. Hart, as the State 
Board of Examiners of the 
State of California, De- 
fendants. R. Thompson 
and J. M. WalUng for 
Plaintiff. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


Petition for an alternate writ 
of mandate, commanding 
said Defendants to allow 
Plaintiff said claim for the 
sum of $866 17. 


15369— The People, etc., upon 
the complaint of Fred V. 

. Wood, Plaintiff and Re- 
spondent, vs. John A. 
Sands, Defendant and Ap- 
pellant. Attorney-General, 
Jas. C. Martin, and A. A. 
Moore for Plaintiff and 
Respondent, Davis & Hill 
for Defendant and Appel- 
lant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint for usurpation of 
office. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Complaint filed Jan. 31, 1891. De- 
murrer filed March 13, 1881. De- 
murrer overruled March 16, 1891. 
Answer filed March 13, 1891. Sept. 8, 
1891, motion for nonsuit denied and 
judgment ordered for Plaintiff. No- 
tice of appeal filed Jan. 18, 1892. 



Complaint filed March 10, 1893. Judg- 
ment filed April 6. 1893, in favor of 
Plaintiff, and for $12 75 costs. Ap- 
peal filed April 8, 1883. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Transcript filed on Feb. 2, 

1891. Case reversed Dec. 6, 

1892. as per stipulation in 
view of Act of Legislature, 
Statutes of 1891, page 467. 
and cause therein mentionea 
settled Dec. 6, 1892. Remit- 
titur issued and sent to 
County Clerk. 



Petition filed Oct. 18, 1892. 
Writ of mandamus granted 
Oct. 18, 1892. 



Transcript filed Feb. 25, 1892. 
Judgment and order re- 
versed Oct. 4, 1893. 



Petition filed . 

Alternate writ of mandate 
served Sept. 27, 1893. Per- 
emptory writ issued 10th day 
of April, 1894. Served on 
Defendants April 27, 1894. 
Remitted to State Board of 
Examiners same day. 



Transcript filed May 12, 1893. 
Judgment reversea and the 
Court below directed to enter 
judgment upon the findings 
in favor of Appellant, and 
that he be restored to said 
ofiice; filed January 3, 1894. 
Rehearing granted. Judg- 
ment affirmed March 26, 1894. 



Remarks. 



No. 36. Closed. 



No. 36. Closed. 



No. 37. Closed. 
99 Cal. 598. 



No. 38. Closed. 
102 CaL 169. 



No. 39. Closed. 
102 Cal. 12. 



i 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

CoFsr OF Attornxt-Gbnxral's Dockxt 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


... 

Character of 
Action. 


.... 

Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


15426— The People, etc., ex 
rel. Attorne^-ueneral and 
Board of Prison Directors, 
Plaintiffs, vs. The County 
of Marin et al.. Defendants. 
Attorney - General for 
Plaintiffs, Hepburn Wil- 
kins, and Jas. W. Cochrane, 
District Attorney, for De- 
fendants. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 

Transferred to 
Marin Co. 


Civil 


Complaint for injunction. 


16410— The People, etc., by 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, upon the com- 
nlaint of H. F. Webster, 
Plaintiffs and Appellants, 
vs. Horace Gasquet, De- 
fendant and Respondent. 
Attorney-General and R. 
W. Miller for Plaintiffs and 
Appellants, V. A. Chaig- 
neau for Defendant and 
Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Del Norte 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint for usurpation of 
office. 


15460— The People, etc., ex rel. 
Bank Commissioners, etc.. 
Petitioners, vs. Superior 
Court of the City and 
County of San Francisco, 
Department 10, etc., et al., 
Respondents. Attorney- 
General for Petitioners, 
A. R. Cotton, W. T. Baggett, 
and T. M. Osment of coun- 
sel. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


Civil 


• 


15496-The State Investment 
and Insurance Company (a 
corporation). Plaintiff, vs. 
Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Fran- 
cisco, State of California, 
Hon. J. C. B. Hebbard, 
Judge thereof, and F. W. 
Van Reynegom, Defend- 
ants. 


Supreme Court 
of the State 
of California. 


CivU 




18224— The People, etc., on 
relation of N. D. Rideout, 
Appellant, vs. E. G. Waite, 
Secretary of State of the 
State of California, Re- 
spondent. Attorney-Gen- 
eral and W. H. Layson, 
Deputy, for Defendant. 
Morehouse & Delmas of 
Counsel. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil .:.-.: 


Bv complaint to restrain De- 
fendant from certifying the 
said alleged Senate Constitu- 
tional Amendment No. 23 to 
Clerks of the respective coun- 
ties, for purpose of submit- 
ting same to popular vote. 
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Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Jan. 6, 1892. Restrain- 
ing order and injunction filed Jan. 
6, 1892. Defendants' demurrer filed 
Feb. 24, 1892. Order transferring 
cause filed April 20, 1892. Judgment 
Dec. 2, 1892, m favor of defendants. 
Notice of appeal filed June 8, 1893. 


Transcript filed July 17, 1893. 
J udgment and ord er affirm ed 
June 26, 1894. 


No. 40. Closed. 
103 Cal. 


Complaint filed May 3, 1893. Demurrer 
filed Mav 12, 1893. Demurrer sus- 
tained May 26, 1893. Judgment in 
favor of defendant May 25, 1893. 
Notice of appeal filed June 15, 1093. 


Transcript filed June 23, 1893. 
Nov. 16, 1893, judgment re- 
versed and cause remanded 
with directions to overrule 
demurrer and allow defend- 
ant reasonable time to an- 
swer. 


No. 41. Closed. 




Petition for writ of prohibi- 
tion filed Aug. 21, 1893, and 
ordered writ issued return- 
able Sept. 5, 1893, same date. 
Argued and submitted Sept. 
6 and 6, 1893. Ordered writ 
issued as prayed for Oct. 14, 
1893, and writ issued same 
day. 


No. 42. Closed. 
100 Cal. 106. 




Petition filed Sept. 16, 1893. 
Sept. 21. 1893, ordered alter- 
nate wnt issued, returnable 
Oct. 2, 1893, and writ issued 
same day. Argued and sub- 
mitted upon briefs Oct. 3, 1893. 
Writ granted and prohibi- 
tion made peremptory Jan. 
26,1894. 


No. 43. Closed. 
101 Cal. 136. 


Leave to sue granted, and complaint 
filed May 13, 1893. Agreed statement 
of facts submitted May 19, 1893. 
Judgment for Defendant Cause 
appealed to Supreme Court. 


Transcript filed May 22, 1893. 
Mar. 29, 1894, upon authority 
of Livermore vs. Waite, judg- 
ment reversed. 


No. 44. Closed. 
Unreported 
cases, 102 Cal. 
xviii. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GBNERAL. 

Copt of Attoenet-Qknbbal'b Dockst 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


18277— The Coulterville and 
Yosemite Turnpike Co. (a 
corporation), Plaintiff and 
Appellant, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant and 
Respondent. Mastick,Bel- 
cher & Mastick and J. A. 
Waymire for Plaintiff and 
Appellant, Attorney-Gen- 
eral and A. R. Cotton for 
Defendant and Respond- 
ent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint for judgment 
against Defendant for the 
sum of 1125,000 and costs of 
suit. 


15706— J. F. Chapman, Appel- 
lant, vs. The State of Cali- 
fornia, Respondent At- 
torney-General and Ore- 
gon Sanders, Deputy, for 
Respondent, Dodge & Fry 
for Appellant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for judgment 
aeainst defendant for $1,- 
266 47, with interest from 
Aug. 10, 1891, at 7 per cent 
per annum. 


The People ex rel., Robert 
L. Hargrove, Plaintiff and 
Petitioner, vs. H. H. Mark- 
ham, Gov'nor of California,' 
Defendant and Respond- 
ent. Wm. T. Searles and 
W. H. Larewfor Petitioner, 
R. L. Hargrove in pro. per., 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attor- 
ney-General, for Respond- 
ent, Francis A. Fee of 
Counsel. 




Civil 


By petition for peremptory 
writ of mandate directed to 
said Governor to issue an 
election proclamation under 
the provisions of Sections 
1063 and 1054, Political Code, 
calling for the election of a 
Superior Judge for Madera 
County, etc. 


The People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
Central Pacific R. R. Co., 
Defendant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral, J. P. Langhorne. and 
A. R. Cotton for Plaintiff, 
H. S. Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


The People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
Northern Pacific Railway, 
Defendant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral, J. P. Tianghome, and 
A. R. Cotton for Plaintiff, 
H. S. Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil...— 


By complaint— For taxes of 


The People, etc.. Plaintiff, vs. 
Southern Pacific Railroad 
Co., Defendant. Attorney- 
General, J. P. Langhorne, 
and A. R. Cotton for 
Plaintiff, H. S. Brown for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 
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Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Dec. 8, 1891. Judgment 
for Defendant Aug. 22, 1892, to re- 
cover Defendant's costs and disburse- 
ments incurred in this action. 

• 


Transcript filed Oct. 10. 1898. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Oct. 2, 1894. 


No. 46. 
104 Cal. 


Complaint filed. Defendant's demur- 
rer filed Jan. 5, 1894. Demurrer sus- 
tained Jan. 30. 1894. Notice of appeal 
served and filed Mar. 28, 1894. 


Transcript filed April 13» 1894. 
Submitted on bnefs. 


No. 4a Pending. 




Petition filed and writ issued 
Sept. 14. 1894. Cause sub- 
mitted same day. Writ is- 
sued Sept. 27, 1894. 


No. 47. 
103 Cal. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct. 12, lfe2. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3, 1898. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1898. 


Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894i 


No. 48. Pending. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer to 
amended complaint overruled Sept. 
12, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 12, im. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Feb. 8, 1893. 
Notice of appeal filed July 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed Jan. 6, 1894. 


No. 49. Pending. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct. 12, 1&2. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894. 


No. 50. Pending. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copt of Attobnky-Gknebal's Dockkt 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People, etc.. Plaintiff, vs. 
San Pablo and Tulare Rail- 
road Co., Defendants. At- 
torney-General, J. P. Lang- 
home, and A. R. Cotton for 
Plaintiff, H. S. Brown for 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 


The People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
California Pacific Railroad 
Co., Defendants. Attorney- 
General, J. P. Langhorne, 
and A. R. Cotton for 
Plaintiff, H. S. Brown for 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 


The People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
South Pacific Coast Rail- 
way COy Defendants. At- 
torney-General, J. P. Lang- 
home, and A. R. Cotton for 
Plaintiff, H. S. Brown for 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL»S DOCKET 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People of the State of 
California ex rel. Board of 
State Harbor Commission- 
ers, Plaintiff, vs. Sidney J. 
Loop et al.. Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


To recover $2,786 05 on oflacial 
bond of Waiter E. Huey, col- 
lector. 


32100— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Bankers 
and Merchants Mutual Life 
Association of the United 
States, Defendant. Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to obtain receiver, 
to recover penalty of $300 
and |13 50 costs, and costs of 
this proceeding. 


24381— The People ex rel. G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney - Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Ameri- 
can Sugar Refinery Com- 
pany, Defendant. Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint to vacate char- 
ter and forfeit franchise. 


6804— County of Alameda vs. 
Central Pacific R.R. Co. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
- County. 


CivU 


Complaint to recover taxes. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
niled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct. 12, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed Jan. 6, 1894. 


No. 6L Pending. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct. 12, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894. 


No. 52. Pending. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct. 12, 1^. Judgment for Plaintiff 

. Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894. 


No. 63. Pending. 



OF CIVIL CASES, SUPERIOR COURT. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Jan. 29, 1891. Demur- 
rer filed July 11, 1891, overruled. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Nov. 24, 1891. 
Satisfaction of judgment filed March 
3,1894. 




No. 3. Closed. 


Complaint filed Feb. 16, 189L Restrain- 
ing order issued same day. A. 6. 
Booth appointed receiver on said 
day, with bond fixed at $15,000, and 
bond filed. Amended complaint 
filed March 20, 1894. Complaint in 
intervention filed March 19, 1894. 
Answer thereto filed March 26, 1894. 




No. 4. 


Complaint filed Nov. 5, 1888. W. H. H. 
Hart substituted as attorney for 
Plaintiff February 13, 1891. Judg- 
ment for People Jan. 6, 1890. Cause 
appealed. 


Appeal dismissed July 13, 1891. 


No. 5. Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Demurrer 
served March 19, 1891. 


• 


No. 10. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

CoFsr OF Attobnbt-Gbnbral's Docket 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


14682— The County of Los An- 
geles vs. Southern Pacific 
Branch Railway Co. Jas. 
McLachlan, District Attor- 
ney, and Attorney-General 
fortlaintiff, J.B.Bicknell 
and A. B. Hotchkiss for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint to recover taxes. 


6801— County of Alameda, 
Plaintiff, vs. South Pacific 
Coast R. R. Co., Defendant. 
Geo. W. Reed, District At- 
torney, and Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Plaintiff, Martin & 
Moore and H. S. Brown for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


6802— County of Alameda 
vs. San Pablo and Tulare 
R. R. Co. Geo. W. Reed 
and Attorney-General for 
Plaintiff, Martin & Moore 
and H. S. Brown for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


6803— County of Alameda vs. 
Northern Railway Com- 
pany. Geo. W. Reed, Dis- 
trict Attorney, and Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff, 
Martin & Moore and H. S. 
Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


28424— The People, etc.. vs. 
Central Pacific R. R. Co. 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and J. P. Lang- 
horne for Plaintiff, H. S. 
Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint for taxes. 


28425— The People, etc., vs. 
Northern Pacific Railway. 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and J. P. Lang- 
home for Plaintiff, H. S. 
Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


28425— The People, etc., vs. 
Southern Pacific R. R. Co. 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and J. P. Lang- 
home for Plaintiff, H. S. 
Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed. Demurrer and 
amended demurrer filed. Demurrer 
overruled. Dismissed because sub- 
ject-matter embraced in two other 
cases. 




^0.11. Closed. 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Demurrer 
served March 19, 1891. 




No. U. 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Demurrer 
served March 19, 1891. 




No. 15. 


Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Demurrer 
served March 19, 1891. 




No. 16. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 
12, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff Feb. 
3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed July 11, 
1893. 




Na 17. Closed in 
Superior Court. 
See Supreme 
Court Docket. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 189L 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 1891. De- 
murrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892.- Answer filed Oct. 
12, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff Feb. 
3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed July 
11, 1893. 




No. 18. Closed in 
Superior Court. 
See Supreme 
Court Docket 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 1891. De- 
murrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept 12, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 

12. 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff Feb. 
3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed July 

11. 1893. 




No. 19. Closed in 
Superior Court. 
See Supreme 
Court Docket. 



( 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnbt-Gbnkbal's Dockst 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Proaecutlon and Nataie 
of Suit 


28427— The People, etc., vs. 
San Pablo and Tulare R. 
R. Co. Wm. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
P. Langnorne for Plaintiff, 
H. S. Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint for taxes. 


28428— The People, etc., vs. 
California Pacific R. R. Co. 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and J. P. Lang- 
home for Plaintiff, H. S. 
Brown for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


28429— The People of State 
of California vs. South Pa- 
cific Coast Railway Com- 
pany. Wm. H. H. Hart, 
Attomey-Generaljind J. P. 
Langhome for Plaintiff, 
Harvey S. Brown for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint for taxes. 


4746-P. H. Oahill, Petitioner, 
vs. E. P. Colgan, Respond- 
ent. J. C. Campbell, A. J. 
& Elwood Bruner, attor- 
neys for Petitioner. Attor- 
ney-Gen. for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of mandate to compel Re- 
spondent to draw warrant 
for 1^504. 


4736— W. F. Sawyer, Peti- 
tioner, vs. Edward P. Col- 
gan, Respondent. George 
E. Bates and W. C. Belcher 
attorneys for Petitioner. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for perr 
emptory wnt of mandate, 
commanding Respondent to 
draw warrant in favor of 
Petitioner for the sum of 
$12,464 60 and costs. 


33286-Robert C. Ball. Plaint- 
iff, vs. State of California, 
Defendant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General, for De- 
fendant, S. C. Denson and 
George E. Bates attorneys 
for Plaintiff. . 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to recover 
^1,250, with interest at 7 per 
cent. 


The People ex rel. Wm. H. 
H.Hart, Attorney-General. 
Plaintiff, vs. The Order of 
New Life et al.. Defendants. 
Wm. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Olney, Chick- 
ering & Thomas. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint for usurping and 
unlawfully holding and exer- 
cising franchise, and for a 
fine of $5,000. 


The People of the State of 
California ex rel. Wm. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Pacific Rail- 
way Company, Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint for usurping and 
unlawfully exercising fran- 
chise, and for a fine of $5,000. 
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Sta$^ of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memoiandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 189L Demur- 
rer to amended complaint overruled 
Sept 12, 1892. Answer filed Oct 12, 

1892. Judgment for Plaintiff Feb. 3, 

1893. Notice of appeal filed July U, 
1893. 




Na20. Closed in 
Superior Court. 
See Supreme 
Court Docket. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 1891. De- 
murrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 
12, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff Feb. 
3, 1893. Notice of appeal served and 
filed July 11, 1893. 




No. 21. Closed in 
Superior Court. 
See Supreme 
Court Docket. 


Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demur- 
rer to amended complaint overruled 
Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 12, 
1892. Judgment for Plaintiff Feb. 
3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed July 
11,1893. 




No. 22. Closed in 
Superior Court. 
See . Supreme 
Court Docket. 


Affidavit filed June 7. 1891. Peremp- 
tory writ of mandate issued Oct. 13, 
1891. Notice of appeal filed Nov. 
6, 1891. 


Transcript filed Nov. 14, 1891. 
Judgment affirmed Nov. 22, 
1892. 


No. 23. Closed. 

• 


Affidavit filed May 20, 189L Judgment 
April 16, 1892, for Respondent. Notice 
of appeal filed April 21, 1892. 


Transcript filed May 21, 1892. 
Judgment reversed, with di- 
rections that writ issue, April 
25, 1894. Opinion modified 
May 26, 1894: 


No. 24. Closed. 
102 Cal. 283. 


Complaint filed June 9, 1891. Bond 
for costs approved June 9, 1891. 
Amended complaint filed June 8, 
1892. Judgment for Defendant. 


• 


No. 25. 


Complaint filed Nov. 3, 1891. Bond 
approved Nov. 12, 1891. Stipulation 
for decree Dec. 17, 1891, favor of 
Plaintiff. Fine waived. No appeal. 




No. 27. Closed. 


Complaint filed Sept. 16, 1891. 




No. 28. Closed. 



8hh 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnby'-Gbnxbal'b Docket 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



William Irelan. Jr., Plaintiff, 
vs. Edward r. Colgan, De- 
fendant. Wm. H. H. Hart 
attorney for Respondent, 
Matt. Clarken and D. E. 
Alexander attorneys for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil. 



Complaint for writ of mandate 
to compel Defendant to issue 
warrant for $350. 



The People ex rel. Wm. H. 
H. Haix, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Perry Yaple, 
etc., Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 



CivU. 



Information and complaint 
for money escheated to the 
State. Judgment for $434 10, 
less costs. 



The People, by W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Ann J. Styles 
et al.. Defendants. 



Superior Court 
01 Alameda 
Connty. 



Civil. 



Complaint to condemn land 
and water for the University 
and the Asylum for the Deaf, 
Dumb, and Blind. 



The People ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attomey-Generial, et 
al.. Plaintiffs, vs. The 
County of Marin et al.. 
Defendants. W. H. H. 
Hart attorney for Plaint- 
iffs, Jas. W. Cochrane and 
Hepburn Wilkins attor- 
neys for Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 
Changed to 
Marin Co. 



Civil. 



Complaint for Injunction. 



5005— The Commissioners to 
Manage the 1(osemite Val- 
ley and Mariposa Big Tree 
Grove, Plaintiffs, vs. John 
K. Barnard, Defendant. At- 
torney-Gen. for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil . 



Complaint for recovery of rent. 



The Commissioners to Man- 
age the Yosemite Valley 
and Mariposa Big Tree 
Grove, Plaintiffs, vs. J. K. 
Barnard, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart attorney for 
Plaintiff and Respondent, 
James H. Budd, Gould <fe 
McCabe attorneys for De- 
fendant and Appellant. 



Superior Court 
of Mariposa 
County. 



Civil . 



Complaint for unlawful de- 
tainer of hotel and certain 
premises in Yosemite Valley. 



The People ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. L. S. Edwards 
et al., Defendants. 



Superior Court 
of Santa 
Clara County. 



Civil . 



Complaint for abatement of a 

Sublic nuisance and con- 
emnation of imported peach 
trees infected with borers. 



6038— Michael Denzer,Plaint- 
iff, vs. Frederick Cox et al.. 
Defendants. Wm. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Defendants, 
Jud. C. Brusie of counsel, 
Geo. A. Blanchard and C.N. 
Post for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil . 



Complaint for personal inju- 
ries received wnile attending 
State Fair, and asking dam- 
ages in sum of $50,650. 
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Stage of ProoeedlngH in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


CompUint filed July 31, 1891. Writ de- 
nied. Cause appealed. 


Transcript filed Nov. 6. 1891. 
Judgment reversed Nov. 1, 
1892: 


No. 29. Closed. 


Complaint filed Sept. 8. 189L Order 
made Oct. 8, 1891 makine Mary C. 
Stiles party defendant. Her answer 
filed said day. 




No. 31. 






No. 32. 


Complaint filed Jan. 6, 1892. Judgment 
for Defendants December 2, 1892. 
Notice of appeal filed June 8, 1893. 


Trancript filed July 17, 1893. 
Judgment affirmed June 26, 
189C 


No. 33. Closed. 

• 


Complaint filed January 13, 1892. 


. 


No. 34. 


Complaint filed February 9, 1892. De- 
murrer and answer filed February 
19, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
April 25, 1892. Notice of appeal filed 
Mky 3, 1892. 


Transcript filed July 16, 1892. 
Judgment affirmed April 27, 
1893. 


No. 36. Closed. 


No record' of complaint being filed. 




No. 36. Closed. 


Complaint filed Feb. 4, 1892. Demurrer 
filed Feb. 29, 1892. Overruled. Judg- 
ment of nonsuit for defendants Dec. 
12, 1892. No appeal. 


• 
• 


No. 38. Closed. 

Legislature paid 
claim for $3,000 
i^tets. 1893, p. 
338) m favor of 
Dr. Gardner. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

GoFT ov Attornst-Gxhxral's Dockst 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
Btitnted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


The County of San Diego, 
Plaintiff, vs. CalifornU Na- 
tional Bank et al. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


CivU 




6610— The People of State ex 
reLBank Commissioners et 
al. vs. California Sayings 
Bank of San Diego. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


CivU 




F. J. Owens and J. V. Owens, 
Petitioners, vs. E. P. Col- 
gan, as Controller, Re- 
spondent. Johnson, John- 
son & Johnson for Peti- 
tioners, Attorney-General 
for Respondent. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Affidavit for alternate writ of 
mandate, commanding Con- 
troller to draw warrant in 
favor of Petitioners in the 
sum of $1,728 62. 


The People of the State of 
California, Plaintiff, vs. 
James Colegrove et al.. De- 
fendants. Jas. McLachlan, 
W. H. H. Hart, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint to declare certain 
fruit trees to be a public 
nuisance, to order the same 
destroyed, and for costs. 


36677— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Bank of 
America et al., Defendants. 


Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint for forfeiture of 
franchise. 


Geo. C. Willard, Petitioner, 
vs. Theodore Reichert, Sur- 
veyor - General, Respond- 
ent. Wm. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, for Re- 
spondent, J. M. Fulweiler 
for Petitioner. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 

• 


Civil 


Affidavit and petition for writ 
of mandate requiring Re- 
spondent to accept fees and 
file Petitioner's affidavit. 


The People, etc., upon in- 
formation of W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney - General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Reclamation 
District No. 362 et al., De- 
fendants. Attorney - Gen- 
eral and Adams <& Adams 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint to dissolve District 
and for general relief. 
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Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed March 4, 1882. Tem- 
porary injunction granted same da v. 
Demurrer filed. Case transferred to 
U. a Circuit Court. 




No. 39. 


Complaint filed March 4, 1892. Tem- 
porary injunction granted. Eli H. 
Murray appointed temporary re- 
ceiver March 4, 1892. Receiver quali- 
fied March 5, 1892. March 7 restrain- 
ing order served. Judgment for 
Plaintiff August 11, 1892, and Eli H. 
Murray appointed permanent re- 
ceiver on said day. 




No. 40. Closed. 


Alternate writ issued and served July 
25,1891. Writ filed July 27, 1891. De- 
murrer filed and overruled July 81, 
189L Judgment for Petitioners Au- 
gust L 1891. Complaint of interven- 
tion filed Sept. 4, 1891. Motion of 
Intervenor to set aside judgment 
denied Sept. 11, 189L Notice of ap- 
peal March 31, 1892, by J. M. Wood. 


Transcript filed May 6, 1892. 
Order appealed from affirmed 
March §,1893. 


No. 42. Closed. 
97 Cal. 454. 


i 


' 


No. m. 


Complaint filed Jan. 20, 1892. 




No. 47. 


Petition and affidavit filed Sept. IS, 
1892. Demurrer filed Oct. 4, 1892. 
Overruled Feb. 3, 1893. Judgment 
for Plaintiff Feb. 23, 1893. No appeal. 




No. 48. Closed. 


Complaint filed about Nov. 27. 1892. 

Decree entcTed dissolving Dtgtrict' 
and all costs paid J&u. 13^ 1^3. Ko 
appeaL 




No. 49. Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copt ov ATToairsT-Gxiisiu.L'8 Dockxt 



Title of CauBe. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
BUtuled. Tried, 
andAd/udged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People, etc^pon in- 
formation of W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney - General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Reclamation 
Diatrict No. 367 et al., De- 
fendants. Attorney - Gen- 
eral and Adams <& Adams 
' attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint to dissolve said Dis- 
trict and for general relief . 


12902-The People, etc., ex leL 
J. P. Dunn, State Control- 
ler, Plaintiff, vs. Frank W. 
Gross, and A. J. Martin and 
John R. Martin, executors 
of the will of John Martin, 
deceased (substituted for 
John Martin), and John. 
Landers, Defendants. At- 
torney-General for Plaint- 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Complaint to recover the sum 

of 1 , penalties, interest, 

and costs. 


36404~J. M. Wood, Plaintiff, 
vs. E. P. Colgan, Controller, 
Defendant. J. M. Wood in 
pro^rper. Attorney-General 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Complaint and petition for 
alternate writ of mandate 
commanding Controller to 
draw warrant in favor of Pe- 
titioner for $1,728 52, or show 
cause. 


The People, etc., Plaintiff, vs. 
W.F. Bray, Defendant. At- 
torney-General for Plaint- 
iff, Wm. Thomas for De- 
fendant.. 


Superior Court 
Plumas Co. 


Civil....- 


By complaint 


5486-The People of the State 
of California ex rel. E. B. 
Willis, vs. Theo. Reichert. 
Wm. Singer for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General and J. C. 
Campbell for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


5624 — A. B. Thompson, 
Plaintiff, vs. Theo. Reich- 
ert, Defendant. Joshua B. 
Webster and Daniel Dulu 
for Plaintiff, Attorney- 
General for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


5526— Sylve^r Merrill, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo. Reichert, De- 
fendant. J. B.Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 
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Stase of Proceedlngi In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Bemarks. 


Complaint filed about Nov. 27. 1892. 
Decree entered di8sol\ring District 
Jan. 13, 1893. No appeal. 




No. 51. Closed. 


Complaint filed and summons issued. 

Judgment for Plaintiff for $2,388 85. 

Costs $299 50. Motion for new trial 

served and filed. Denied. Notice of 

. apx>eal served and filed. 


Transcript filed Feb. 2, 1891. 
Case reversed Dec. 6, 1892, 
and remittitur issued. 


No. 52. Case set- 
tled and dis- 
missed Decem- 
ber, 1892, upon 
the payment of 
$700. 

Closed. 


Complaint and petition filed March 
30, 1892. Demurrer filed May 26, 1892. 
Overruled Aug. 2, 1892. Answer filed 
Aug. 16, 1892. Judgment for Defend- 
ant Oct. 12, 1892. findings filed Jan. 
3,1893. 




No. 53. 


Complaint filed Sept 2, 1890. Sum- 
mons issued Sept. 5. 1890. Return of 
Sheriff Sept. 10, 1890. Default of De- 
fendant Dec. 10, 1890. Order of Court 
ordering summons published Oct. 9, 
1890. Proof of service of summons 
by publication. Costs $41 95. De- 
cree Dec. 10, 1890. Stipulation set- 
ting aside judgment and decree 
March 18, 1893. Costs paid by Wm. 
Thomas. 




No. 54. April 12, 
1893, received 
checkfor$41 95. 
April 12 paid 
to State School 
Fund*$8. Same 
date paid in- 
to State School 
Land Fund 
$33 95. Total 
$41 95. Closed. 


Complaint filed April 19, 1893. Judg- 
ment May 9, 1893. 




No. 55. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed by stipulation June 6, 1893. 




No. 56. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed by stipulation June 6, 1893. 


.- 


No. 57. Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copt of Attoksvy-GvjxvrjlVb Docket 



Title of Canie. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
gtituted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Charaeterof 
Action. 


Mode of Pioaeontion and Katnie 
of Suit 


6526-Sam Foster, Plaintiff, 
V8. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant. J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


6627— H.P. Farrington, Plain- 
tiff, vs. Theo. Reichert* De- 
fendant J. B. Webster 
and Daniel Dulu for Plain- 
tiff. Attomey-Qeneral for 
Defendant 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


6628 -Elizabeth J. Sperry, 
Plaintiff, vs.Theo. Reichert, 
Defendant J. B. Webster 
and Daniel Dulu for Plain- 
tiff, Attorney-General for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


662&— Anna A. Tighlman, 
Plaintiff, vs. Theo. Reich- 
ert. Defendant J. B. Web- 
ster and Daniel Dulu for 
Plaintiff, Attorney-General 
for Defendant 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


6530-C. M. Arnold, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant. J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
OI Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


6631-T. C. Hyatt, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant. J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attomey-Generaf for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


663^J. Q. A. Henry. Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo. Reichert, De- 
fendant J. B.Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint 


6633— Elizabeth A. Thomp- 
son, Plaintiff, vs. Theo. 
Reichert, Defendant J.B. 
Webster and Daniel Dulu 
for Plaintiff, Attorney- 
General for Defendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 
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BUige of PioceedingB in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Jungment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed May 18, 1893. Dis- 
ndssed by stipulation June 6, 1893. 




No. 68. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed by stipulation June 6, 1893. 




No. 69. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 60. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 61. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 62. Closed, 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 63. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 64. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 13, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 66. Closed. 
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REPOBT OF ATTORKEY-GBNERAL. 

Copt ov Attosrxt-Gxnxral's Dockxt 



Title of Cauae. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


563a-A. W. Porter, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant J B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


5537— Lucy Dixon, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu, for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint 


5638— J. L. Hanson, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


5539— Charles Easton, Jr., 
Plaintiff, vs. Theo. lleich- 
ert, Defendant J. B. Web- 
ster and Daniel Dulu for 
Plaintiff, Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Defendant 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint 


5540-Mary Easton, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


6545— C. H. Oatman, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo Reichert, De- 
fendant. J. B. Webster 
and Danl Dulu for Plaint- 
iff, Attorney-General for 
Defendant 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


5646— Helen A. Webster, 
Plaintiff, vs. Theo. Reich- 
ert, Defendant J. B. Web- 
ster and Daniel Dulu for 
Plaintiff, Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Defendant 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint 


5647-Ida J. Sperry, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 



REPORT OP ATTORNBY-GENERAL. 
OF Civil Oasbs, Supebiob Coubt— Continued. 



123 



Stage of Fxoceedingg in Court Below. 


Memorandnm of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed May 16, 188$. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 66. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 16, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 67. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 16, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 68. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 16, 1893. Dis- 
missed June .6^ 1898, by stipulation. 




No. 69. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 16, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 70, Closed. 


Complaint filed May 18, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 71. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 18, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 72. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 18, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 73. Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATT0R1IE7-GENERAL. 

GoFT OF Attosrbt-Gbkxral's Dockxt 



Title of Canie. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Pioeecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


6648— Nellie B.Spen7, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo. Reichert, De- 
fendant. J. B. Webster 
and Daniel Duln for Plaint- 
iff, Attomey-Qeneral for 
Defendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


6649— James A. Snmmerville, 
Plaintiff, vs. Theo. Reich- 
ert, Defendant. J.B.Web- 
ster and Daniel Dulu for 
Plaintiff,Attorney-General 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint 


6660-LUlie B. Hodge, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo. Reichert, De- 
fendant. J. B.Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff,. 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil, 


By complaint. 


6661- J. S.Whitbeck, Plaints 
iff, vs. Theo. Reichert, De- 
fendant J. B.Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


666^W. J. Goldsworthv, 
Plaintiff, vs. Theo. Reich- 
ert, Defendant J.B.Web- 
ster and Daniel Dulu for 
Plaintiff, Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Defendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


6663-A. Gallo, Plamtiff, vs. 
Theo. Reichert, Defendant. 
J. B. Webster and Daniel 
Dulu for Plaintiff, Attor- 
ney-General for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


6666— Louisa A. Goldswor- 
thy. Plaintiff, vs. Theo. 
Reichert, Defendant J.B. 
Webster and Daniel Dulu 
for Plaintiff, Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint 


6666— Howard Kimbrough, 
Plaintiff, vs. Theo. Reich- 
ert. Defendant. J. B. Web- 
ster and Daniel Dulu for 
Plaintiff,Attomey-General 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint 



REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
OF GiTTi« Gases, Supebiob Coubt— Goniinaed. 



125 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed May 18, 1803. Dis- 
missed Jtme 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 74. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 18, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 76. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 18, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 76. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 19, 1893w Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 77. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 19, 189a Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 78. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 19, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 79. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 20, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 80. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 22, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 81. Closed. 
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REPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of AnoBinEY-GxNSBAL's Docket 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Piosecutlon and Nature 
of Suit 


6567— Mary Curry, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant. J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
o! Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


6668— WilburT.Curry, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo, Reichert, De- 
fendant. J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for PUmtiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 

o! Sacramen- 
to County* 


Civil 


By complaint. 


5669— Ida J. Curry, Plaintiff, 
vs. Theo. Reichert, Defend- 
ant. J. B. Webster and 
Daniel Dulu for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint 


5646— Alex. Scroges, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo. Reichert, De- 
fendant. Attorney-General 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


6649—1. E. Athertone, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Theo. Reichert, De- 
fendant. Attorney-General 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


2174— The People, by Wm. 
H. H. Hart, Attomev-Gen- 
eral, and J. D. Redding et 
al.^ Fish Commiafli-onera, 
Plaintiffs, V3,Trucltee Lum- 
ber Co. (a corporation), 
Defendant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral and F. P. Deeriug for 
Plaintiffs, (.\F.McGlaflhaQ 
far Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Nevada Co. 


CivU 


Complaint to forfeit charter of 
Defendant, fine of $5,000, and 

costs. 


6019— The People, etc., upon 
information of W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney - General, 
Plaintiff, vs. J. S. Purdy, 
Defendant. Attorney-Gen- 
eral and Frank F. Oster, 
District Attorney, for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


CivU- 


Complaint to compel defend- 
ant to remove slaughter- 
house from said premises, 
and for costs. 


6028— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. Reclama- 
tion District No. 303, C. 
Vincent et al.. Defendants. 
Attorney - General for 
Plaintiff, Louttit, Woods 
& Levinsky of Counsel. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


CivU 


Complaint to dissolve Recla- 
mation District No. 303. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed May 22, 1883. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipolation. 




No. 82. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 22. 18d3. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1803, by stipulation. 




No. 83. Closed. 


Complaint filed May 22, 1893. Dis- 
missed June 6, 1893, by stipulation. 




No. 84. Closed. 


Complaint filed July 20, 1893. Dis- 
missed July 29, 1893. 




No. 85. Closed. 


Complaint filed July 20, 1893. Dis- 
missed Jujly 29, 189£ 




No. 86. Closed. 


Complaint filed July 6, 1893. Demur- 
rer filed July 22, 1893. No further 
action, as sawdust nuisance com- 
plained of was stopped, and defend- 
ant promised not t;o dump sawdust 
in stream in future. Action will be 
pressed if promise not kept. 




No. 87. 


Complaint filed June 10, 1893. Judg- 
ment for plaintiff June 22, 1893. No 
appeal. 




No. 88. Closed. 


Complaint filed July 13, 1893. Sum- 
mons issued July 13, 1893. Dumur- 
rers filed and overruled. Decree 
Aug. 16, 1894. 




No. 89. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copt ov Attornxt-Gbnxral's Dockxt ^ 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


5278-J. W. Potter, Plaintiff, 
vs. W. 0. Guard, Tax Col- 
lector, Fresno County, 
Defendant. Strother <fc 
Strother for Plaintiff. At- 
torney-General for Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


Complaint to enjoin and re- 
strain Defendant, as Tax Col- 
lector, from making or exe- 
cuting deeds to State. 


9105 — Herbert C. Tuck. 
Plaintiff, vs. The Board of 
Directors of the Indus- 
trial Home of Mechanical 
Trades for Adult Blind et 
al., Defendants. Reddy, 
Campbell <fc Metson for 
Plaintiff, Attorney-General 
and Oregon Sanders, Dep- 
uty Attorney-General, for 
Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Petition for writ of mandate 
to command said Board to 
reinstate Petitioner in said 
Home as an inmate, and 
for judgment for the sum of 
$335 and costs. 


9106^ John W. O'Connor, 
Plaintiff, vs. Board of Di- 
rectors of Industrial Home 
of Mechanical Trades for 
Adult Blind et aL, Defend- 
ants. Reddy, Campbell 
& Metson for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General and Ore- 
gon Sanders, Deputy Attor- 
•ney-General, for Defend- 
ants. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Petition for writ of mandate 
to command said Board to 
reinstate Petitioner as an in- 
mate of said Home, and for 
judgment for the sum of ^960 
and costs. 


9116— The People ex rel. Wm. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. The Life 
and Annuity Association 
(a corporation), Defendant. 
Attorney-General and Ore- 
gon Sanders, Deputy-Attor- 
ney-General, for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint to dissolve said 
corporation, to restrain and 
enjoin it from doing further 
business, for appointment of 
receiver, and for costs. 


40550— J. F. Chapman, Plaint- 
iff, vs. State of California, 
Defendant. Dodge & Fry 
for Plaintiff, Attorney-Gen- 
eral and Oregon Sanders, 
Deputy Attorney-General, 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint for judgment in 
the sum of $1,272 70, with in- 
terest at 7 per cent per an- 
num, from Aug. 10, 1891. 


41655— The People ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. The State 
Investment and Insurance 
Company (a corporation) 
et aL, Defendants. Attor- 
ney-General for Plaintiff, 
Fisher Ames for Defend- 
ants. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to dissolve said 
corporation and to declare it 
insolvent, for appointment 
of receiver, and for costs. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Conn. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Julv 3, 18d3. Demurrer 
filed and overruled. Answer filed 
and cause tried April 30, 1894. 


• 


No. 90. 


Petition filed Sept. 13, 1883. Demurrer 
filed Sept. 25, 1893. Demurrer sus- 
tained Feb. 2, 1894. Judgment for 
defendants March 5, 1894. Notice of 
appeal filed March 24, 1894. 


Transcript filed May 24, 1894. 


No. 91. 


Petition filed Sept. 13, 1893. Demurrer 
filed Sept. 25, 1893. Demurrer sus- 
tained and judgment for Defendants 
March 17, 1893. Notice of appeal 
filed March 24, 1894. This case to be 
determined by decision in preceding 
cause. 




No. 92. 


Complaint filed Sept. 16, 1893. Order 
to show cause^ restraining order, and 
order appointing temporary receiver 
issued same day. Gomplaint in in- 
tervention of Mary Kruger served 
Sept. 27, 1893. Answer to complaint 
in intervention filed Oct. 2, 1893. 
Judgment for Plaintiff Oct. 16, 1893. 


• 


No. 93. Olosed. 


Complaint filed and summons issued 
April 7, 1893. Demurrer filed April 
17, 1893. Action dismissed. 




No. 94. Glosed. 


Complaint filed July 13, 1893. Gom- 
plamt in intervention filed July 24, 
1893. Answers filed Aug. 11, 1893, 
Aug. 22, 1893. Judgment dissolving 
corporation. Receiver appointed 
Aug. 24, 1893. Notice of appeal filed. 


Application for writ of prohi- 
bftion filed. Writ ma<& per- 
emptory Jan. 25, 1894. 


No. 96. Closed. 



9hh 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnxy-Gknssal's Docket 



Titie of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
BUtuted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of 8ult 


C. F. Howland, Petitioner, vs. 
The Board of Supervisors 
of the county of San Joa- 
quin, Respondent. Nich- 
611 & Orr for Plaintiff, At- 
torney-General and Dis- 
trict Attorney for Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil 


Petition for writ command- 
ing Respondent to submit 
to the Court a transcript of 
its record in regard to the 
indebtedness against the 
county of San Joaquin in 
the sum of $50,000. 


The People ex rel. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. John H. Rob- 
erts and lots 3 and 4, block 
50, in village of Tehama, 
etc.. Defendant Attorney- 
General for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


CivU 


Complaint to declare certain 
lots escheated to the State, 
and for costs. 


8765— Mary Kruger, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Life and Annuity 
Association, a corporation, 
and J. R. McDonald, State 
Treasurer, Defendants. 
Otto turn Suden for Plaint- 
iff, Attorney-General and 
Oregon Sanders, Deputy, 
for Defendant McDonald. 


Superior Court 
01 Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint to compel Defend- 
ant to pav sum of $2,000, with 
interest from April 26, 1803, 
and costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Bank Commissioners and 
Attorney-General, Plaint- 
iffs, vs. J. J. McDade, as 
Sheriff City and County of 
San Francisco, Defend- 
ant. Attorney-General for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint for injunction. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Bank 
Commissioners, etc.. Plain- 
tiff, vs. Pacific Bank, a cor- 
poration, et al., Defend- 
ants. Attorney-General for 
Phiintiff. 


Supei^ior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint to restrain Pacific 
Bank and Directors thereof 
from transacting further 
business, and to wind up the 
affairs of said Bank; also ask- 
ing for a restraining order 
and order to show cause. 


The People, etc., upon infor- 
mation of W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Reclamation Dis- 

• tnct No. 136 et al., Defend- 
ants. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, and W. A. 
Gett, Jr., for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint to dissolve said 
Reclamation District No. 136. 

■ 
• 


The People, etc., upon infor- 
mation of W. H; H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Reclamation Dis- 
trict No. 364 etal.. Defend- 
ants. W. H. H. Hart At- 
torney-General, and W. A. 
Gett, Jr., for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


Complaint to dissolve said 
Reclamation District No. 364. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Petition filed Sept., 1803. Demurrer 
and answer filed. Judgment for De- 
fendant Nov. 23, 1893. Notice of ap- 
peal Feb. 20, 1894. 


TrauHcript filed Mar. 29, 1894. 


No. 96. 


Complaint filed Sept. 25, 1893. Order 
to ahow cause made Sept. 26, 1893. 




No. 97. 


Complaint filed May 10, 1893. Demur- 
rer of McDonald filed June 20, 1893. 
Demurrer overruled Oct. 9, 1893. 
Judgment for Plaintiff May 28» 1894. 
Notice of appeal of J. R. McDonald 
June 26, 1894. 


Transcript filed Aug. 4, 1894. 


No. 98. 


Complaint filed June 24, 1893. Injunc- 
tion granted same day. Demurrer 
filed. Carder modifying order of in- 
jttnotion made June 26^ 1893L 




No. 99. 


Complaint filed Oct. 16, 1893. Restrain- 
ing order granted and Receiver ap- 
pointed Oct. 16, 1893, and order to 
show cause issued same day. Injunc- 
tion issued as prayed for Nov. 3, 1893. 
Answer confessing insolvency filed 
Nov. 3, 1893. 




No. 100. 


Bond for costs approved Dec. 7, 1893. 
Complaint filed Dec. 9, 1893. Demur- 
rer filed and overruled. Answer filed 
Jan. 6> 1894. Case dismissed July 2, 
1894. 




No. 102. Closed. 


Bond for costs approved Dec. 7, 1893. 
Complaint filed Dec. 9, 1894. No ap- 
pearance by Deiendanta and defaults 
entered. 




No. 103. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnbt*Genxral*8 Docket 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
Btltnted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Aotlon. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


9194— The People, etc., upon 
the information and com- 
plaint of W. H. H. Hart, as 
Attorney-General of said 
State, Plaintiff, vs. Oakland 
Water Front Companjr, a 
corporation, et aL,» De- 
fendants. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


Complaint to quiet title and 
for injunction. 


T. C. Spelling, Plaintiff, vs. 
The State of California, 
Defendant. T. C. Spelling, 
in Draper. Attorney-Gen- 
eral and Oregon Sanders, 
Deputy Attorney-General, 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint for judgment 
against the State for the sum 
of $3,176, with interest. 


6090-E. W. Melvin, Plaintiff, 
vs. The State of California, 
Defendant C. E. Mack,Z. 
F. Wharton, and Johnson 
& Johnson for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General and W. 
H. Layson for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint for judgment for 
$26,654 60, and interest there- 
on from Sept. 12, 1891. 


4356a— J . F. Chapman, Plaint- 
iff, vs. The State of Califor- 
nia, Defendant. Dodge & 
Fry for Plaintiff, Attomey- 
Generial and Oregon Sand- 
ers, Deputy Attorney-Gen- 
eral, for Defendant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Complaint for judgment 
against defendant for 
$1,266 47, and interest from 
Aug. 10, 1891. 


Thos. L. Carothers et 

al., as Directors of Mendo- 
cino Asylum, Plaintiffs, vs. 
H. H. Markham et al., as 
Board of Examiners, De- 
fendants. J. M. Mannon 
for Plaintiffs, Wm. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
for Defendants. 


SuperiorCourt 
ofMendocino 
Co. Changed 
to Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint and affidavit for 
writ of mandate command- 
ing said Board to grant the 
claim of $717 50. 



♦Other Defendants: City of Oakland, a municipal corporation; Northern Railway 
Company, a corporation; Facific Improvement Company, a corporation; Central Pacific 
Railroad Company, a corporation; Southern Pacific Railroad Company, a corporation; 
Pacific Iron and Nail Company, a corporation; Pacific Coast Lumber and Mill Company, 
a corporation; Oakland Gaslight and Heat Company, a corporation; South Pacific Coast 
Railway Company, a corporation; Davie Ferry and Transportation Company, a corpo- 
ration; Shoalwater Bay Oyster Company, a corj)oration; Pacific Coast Oil Company, a 
corporation; Pacific Oil Company, a corporation; San Francisco Savings and Loan 
Society, a corporation; Pacific Borax Company, a corporation; California Safe Deposit 
and Trust Company, a corporation; Burnham-Standeford Company, a corporation; 
Hibernia Savings and Loan Society, a corporation; Oakland Bank of Savings, a corpo- 
ration; California Development Company, a corporation; and Higgins & Collins, a 
corporation; H. N. Dalton; Samuels and Newman, individually, and as co-part- 
ners doing business under the firm name of Samuels & Newman; M. JB. Smith; F. M. 
Smith; George H. Collins and Albert H. Higgins, individually, and as co-partners under 
the firm name of Higgins & Collins; William Shields; John Dolbeer, Wm. Carson, and 
A. M. Simpson, indivioually, and as co-partners under the firm name of Dolbeer, Carson 
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stage of Proceedings in Conrt Below. 


Memoiandnm of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Bemarks. 


Complaizit filed Oct. 6, 1883. Amended 
complaint filed* Defendants de- 
murred. DemnrrerB Biutained March 
6, 1894. Notice of appeal filed March 
28, 1894* 


Transcript filed April 28, 1894. 


No. 101. 


Complaint filed Dec. 8, 1893. Demurrer 
filed and sustained. Amended com- 
plaint filed. Demnrrer to amended 
complaint filed July 26, 1804. 




No. 104. 


Complaint filed and summons issued 
Dec. 16.1893. Demurrer filed Jan. 16, 
1894. Cause dismissed Feb. 7, 1894. 




No. 106. Closed. 


Complaint filed and summons issued 
Dec. 14, 1893. Defendant's demurrers 
sustained Jan. 30, 1894. Notice of 
a^2^al served and filed March 28, 


Transcript filed April 13, 1894. 
Submitted on bnefs on file. 
Judgment reversed Dec. 4, 
18947 


No. 108. 


Complaint filed Jan. 12, 1894. Writ 
issued Jan. 13, 1894, returnable Feb. 
12, 1894. Feb. 12, 1894, action trans- 
ferred to Sacramento County. 
Answer filed March 23, 1894. De- 
murrer to answer filed March 28, 
1894. Demurrer to answer over- 
ruled. 




No. 107. 



& Simpson \ Daniel Steuart: Daniel Stuart; S. G. Cook; Robert Husband and Payton 
H. Brooks, individually, and as co-partners doing business under the firm name of 
Husband & Brooks; C. B. Taylor; V. L. Fortin; James P. Dameron; E. W. Roberts, Jr.; 
Joseph Knowland; W. C. Doane; J. L. Davie; J. M. Bassett ; Mrs. £. Mav, a widow ; W. C. 
Parsons; Edson F. Adams; John C. Adams; Hannah Jones Adams; Julia P. A. Prather; 
E. C. Sessions; Daniel Brannan; E. B. Pomeroy; J. S. Kimball ; J. S. Derby; T. W. 
Badger; James F. Stratton; John A. Stanley, trustee; E. H. Woolsey; A. Kendall; 
Horace W. Carpentier; Henry L. Halsey; Chauncey Taylor; Charles Goodall ; Walter 
Powell ; Albert Miller, individually and as trustee; Howard Havens, individually and 
as trustee; James P. Taylor; Marshall Pierce; H. F. Hamilton; Donald Beadle; Daniel 
Brannan; James J. Ebert; R. M. Fitzgerald; Thomas Kennedy; K. T. Marshall; Johanna 
Crist; Rudolf F. Crist; Julius A. Cnst; Clara E. Crist; Frederick G. Crist; John Doe; 
Richard Doe; Sallie Doe; Mary Doe; Richard Roe; John Roe; Sallie Roe; Mary Roe; 
John Smith Doe, trustee; Richard Smith Doe, trustee; Mary Smith Doe, trustee; Sallie 
Smith Doe, trustee; John Doe Company, a corporation; Richard Doe Company, a corpo- 
ration; John Roe Company, a corporation; Richard Roe Company, a corporation, and 
John Roe Company, a corporation. 
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BEPOBT OF ATTOBNEY-OENEBAL. 

Copt of Attobnkt-Genxbal's Dockct 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Chiurmoterof 
j^etion. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


689(>-The People ex rel. E. P. 
Colgan, Controller, Plaint- 
iff, vs. J. N. E. Wilson, Prank 
C. DeLong, and James D. 
Byrnes, Defendants. At- 
torney-General for Plaint- 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


Complaint for judgment 
aealnst Defendants for |3,- 
785 61, and interest on %%- 
088 41 thereof at 10 per cent 
from Jan. 3, 1891, and costs. 


45210 — The People ex rel. 
Bank Commissioners and 
Attorney-General, Plaint- 
iffs, vs. People's Home Say- 
ings Bank et al., Defend- 
ants. Attorney-General for 
Plaintiffs. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Complaint for appointment of 
Receiver for said corporation, 
that said corporation and its 
officers and Directors be en- 
joined and prohibited from 
transacting further business 
and for general relief ; also to 
wind up the affairs of said 
corporation. 


C. L. Anderson, Plaintiff, 
vs. Life and Annuity As- 
sociation (a corporation) 
and J. B. McDonald, State 
Treasurer, Defendants. T. 
C. SpeUing for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General and Ore- 
gon Sanders, Deputy, for 
Defendant McDonald. 


Superior Court 
01 San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Complaint for judgment for 
$5,700 ; and that said McDon- 
ald,as Treasurer,be restrained 
from delivering any of the 
securities, not^ and mort- 
gage mentioned in com- 
plaint to persons assuming 
without legal right to repre- 
sent said corporation. 


Elizabeth Jane Chivree, 
Plaintiff, vs. The Life and 
Annuity Association, a cor- 
poration, and J. R. McDon- 
ald, Treasurer of State, De- 
fendants. G. M. Shaw for 
Plaintiff, Attorney-Gen- 
eral and Oregon Sanders, 
Deputy, for Defendant J. 
R. McDonald. 


Superior Court 
of Alameda 
County. 


CivU 


Complaint for judgment 
against said corporation for 
$700 and interest, and that 
same be declared a lien on 
the funds in the hands of 
said Treasurer. 


6009-Chas. Dodge, Plaintiff, 
vs. E. P. Colgan, Controller, 
Defendant. C. N. Post for 
Plaintiff. Attorney-Gen- 
eral and W. H. Layson, 
Deputy, for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Complaint and petition. 


6073-J. W. Ingram. Plaintiff, 
vs. E. P. Colgan. Controller, 
Defendant. Freeman & 
Bates for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


B7 petition and affidavit pray- 
ing for writ of mandate com- 
manding and directing Con- 
troller to draw warrant for 
1305, claim on coyote scalps. 


6000-E. W. Melvin, Plamtiff, 
vs. The State of California, 
Defendant. C.E. Mack, Z. 
F. Wharton, and Johnson 
&, Johnson for Plaintiff, 
Attorney-General and W. 
H. Layson, Deputy, for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


Complaint askine judgment 
for the sum of $25,554 50 and 
interest. 
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Stage of Prooeedings in Court Below. 


Memoiandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Cpurt. 


Remarks. 


Oomplaint filed and summons issued 
Mar. 1, 1884. Demurrer of F. 0. De 
Long filed Mar. 29, 1884. 


1 


No. 108. 


Complaint filed May 1, 1894. Injunc- 
tion issued and temporary receiver 
appointed same day. 




No. 109. 


Complaint filed and summons issued. 
Amended complaint served Mar. 9, 
1894. Answer filed Mar. 23, 1894. 




No. 110. 


Complaint tiled March 8, 1894. McDon- 
ala served March 15, 1894. Answer 
filed April 9, 1894. Demurrer to 
answer sustained May 14, 1894. 
Amended answer of McDonald served 
and filed May 23, 1894. 


■ 


No. 111. 


Petition filed Feb. 15, 1894. 


Writ denied Dec. 1, 1894. 


No. 112. 


Complaint served April 30, 1894. De- 
murrer filed May 10, 1894. Judgment 
for Plaintiff May 28, 1894. Notice of 
appeal May 28, 1894. 


Transcript filed June 4, 1894. 
Judgmentandorderreversed. 
Rehearing granted, upon re- 
quest of both sides, for con- 
sideration of question of 
appropriation. 


No. 113. 


Complaint filed and summons issued 
May 10, 1894. Demurrer filed. Over- 
ruled June 1, 1894. Answer filed 
June 12, 1894. 


Trial set for Dec. 1, 1894. 

i 


No. 114. 
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BBPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnst-Gknsra.Ii'8 I>ockxt 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Chaiacterof 
Action. 


Mode of FioieeuUon and Nature 
of Suit 


6113 — Petition of Henry 
Moon for moneys covered 
by escheat proceedings. 
Bardette for Petitioner, 
Attorney-General for Peo- 
ple. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By petition. 


The People ex rel. Wm. H. 
H. Hart Attorney-General, 
Plaintiff, vs. Charles Gas- 
sen, Defendant. Attorney- 
General and H. C. Dillon, 
District Attorney, for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


Complaint to abate a nui- 
sance. 


6187 — Henry Molineaoz, 
Plaintiff, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant At- 
torney-General for Defend- 
ant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint to recover iudg- 
ment for HMO, with legal 
interest thereon from the 
respective dates of maturity 
of certain coupons. 


6220-Thos. Mace, Plaintiff, 
vs. The State of California, 
Defendant F. A. Horn- 
blower, Johnson & John- 
son for Plaintiff,Attomey- 
General and W. H. Layson, 
Deputy, for Defendant 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint for $3,000 and 
mterest from Sept 12, 1891, 
and general relief. 


6224 — Henry Molineauz, 
Plaintiff, vs. The State of 
California, Defendant 
Mastick, Belcher & Mastick 
and Freeman & Bates for 
Plaintiff, Attorney-General 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


Bv complaint for judgment 
for Hi500 and legal interest 

dates of maturity of conpons 
mentioned in complaint. 


6226— In the matter of the pe- 
tition of John E. Cum- 
mings and Amanda A. Fla- 
herty, formerly Amanda A. 
Cummings^ for the pro- 
ceeds now in the Treasury 
of the State of California of 
the estate of John H. Fal- 
lon, deceased. W. H. Lin- 
f orth for Petitioners, Attor- 
ney-General for People. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By petition that order of Ck>urt 
be made requiring Controller 
of State to draw nis warrant 
on the Treasurv for payment 
to Petitioners for the sum of 
SL266 74 now in the State 
Treasury as an escheat 


The People ex rel. Attorney- 
General, Plaintiff, vs. Bit- 
ant Howard et al.. Defend- 
ants. Attorney-General, 
and Trippett & Neale of 
counsel, lor Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint for appointment 
of receiver; that the Court 
render its decree establishing 
said trust in complaint men- 
tioned; that the Court dis- 
charge the trustees named 
from said trust, for an ac- 
counting and for general re- 
lief. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Petition filed May 26, 1894. Stipulation 
that commission issue signed May 
29,18di. 




No. 116. 


- 




No. 116. 


Gomplaint filed Aug. 3. 1894. Demur- 
rer and answer filed. Action dis- 
missed Sept. 1, 1894. 




No. 117. Closed. 


Complaint filed Aug. 30, 1894. Demur- 
rer served and filed by mail Sept 8, 
1894. 


Demurrer under submission. 


No. 118. 


Complaint filed Sept. 1, 1894. Demur- 
rer and answer served Sept. 6, 1894. 




No. 119. 


Petition filed Sept. 1, 1894. Served 
Sept 3, 1894. Hearing set for Sept. 28, 


Judgment ordering payment, 
$1,140 44, Sept 28, 1^ 


No. 120. 
Paid Sept 28, 
1894. 


Bond approved Sept 4, 1894. 




No. 121. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-OBNERAL. 

Copt of Attobnxy-Gxnbbal's Dockbt 



Title of CauBe. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


10363— The People ex rel. J. 
R. McDonald. State Treas- 
urer, etc., Plaintiff, vs. Life 
and Annuity Association 
et al., Defendanta At- 
torney-General for Plaint- 
iff. 


Superior Court 
01 AJameda 
County. 


CiTU 


By complaint that the Court 
appoint a receiver and de- 
termine rights of Defendants 
and members of said associa- 
tion to certain securities held 
by Plaintiff; for costs, and for 
general reliel 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET OF SUITS 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Jane 
M. Clark, Plaintiff, vs. 
Grangers Business Associ- 
ation of California, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Harti Attor- 
ney-General, attorney for 
Phiintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisca 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
franchise. 


The People, etc., ex reL G. A. 
Heinlen, Plaintiff, ys. John 
T.Scanlan, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and C. D. Wright, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Clara 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. G. A, 
Heinlen, Plaintiff, vs. Jas. 
Pettitt, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and C. D. Wright, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
ofSantaClara 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. WiU- 
iam Eadie, Plaintiff, vs. 
Noyo Lumoer Company, 
Defendant. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
and John T. Carey, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Mendocino 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


4018— The People, etc., ex rel. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, Plaintiff, vs. 0. T. 
Dyer etaL, Defendants. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


The People,etc»ex rel. Geo. H. 
Gould. Plaintiff, vs. Monte- 
cito Water Company et al., 
Defendants. W. H. H. 
Hart, Attomev-General, 
attorney for Plamtiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


CivU 


By complaint. 
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Stage of Piooeedlngs in Court Below. 


Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed and smnmons issued 
Sept. 8,1884. 


. 


No. 122. 



BROUGHT IN THE NAME OF THE PEOPLE. 



Stage of Prooeedlngs in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


lieave to sue nanted and bond ap- 
proved Mav 21, 1891. Complaint filed 
May 22, 1891. Judgment for Defend- 
ant Sept 4, 1891. 




No. 8, 1891. 
Closed. 


Lieaye to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 16, 1891. Complaint 




No. 10, 189L 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 16, 1891. 




Na 11, 1891. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 15, 1891. Complaint 
filed August 6, 1891. Judgment of 
dismissalMay 7, 1892. Notice of ap- 
peal filed June 16, 1892. 


Transcript filed July 25. 1892. 
Judgment affirmed Sept. 1, 
1893. 


No. 13, i89L 
Closed. 
99Cal.466. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 7, 1891. Complaint filed 
July 9, 1891. Dismissed Oct. 31, 1891, 
at request of Plaintiff. 




No. 16, 189L 
Closed. 


Complaint filed Aug. 15, 1891. Judg- 
ment for Defendants Feb. 20, 1892. 


Action reversed and cause re- 
manded Feb. 9, 1893. 


No. 19, 1891. 
Closed. 
97 Cal. 276. 
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BBFORT OP ATTORNET-GENSRAL. 

Copt of ATTOBUVT-GnrxBAL^ Dockst of Sitits 



Title of Caaee. 


In What Court 
and Conntj In- 
ititated, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Chazaeterof 
Action. 


Mode of Proseoution and Katore 
of Suit 


The People, etc., ex rel. Park 
and Ocean Railroad Com- 
pany et al.. Plaintiffs, vs. 
Omnibus Cable Company, 
Defendant. W.H.H.fiaA. 
Attomey-GeneraL Carroll 
Cook, Morrison & Foers- 
ter, attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurping, nn- 
lawfully holding, and exer- 
cising franchise. 


The People, etc^exrel. Jacob 
Benninger, Plaintiff, vs. 
Southern California Rail- 
way Company, Defendant 
W. H. H.*Hart, Attorney- 
General, attorney for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


CivU 


By complaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. lAban 
Scearce,Plaintiff,v8.County 
of Glenn, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Stanley, Stoney & 
Hayes, and H. A. Albeir, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, 
Aylett R. Cotton and J. C. 
Campbell, attorneys for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
franchise. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Thos. 
J. L. Smiley, Plaintiff, vs. 
John Wills, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart Attomev- 
General, and H. C. Dibble, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 

OffiQ<B. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
A. Hayt, Plaintiff, vs. I. W. 
Lord, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and W. A. Purington, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— To declare 
oflBce vacant 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
A. Hayt Plaintiff, vs. J. W. 
Victor, Defendant W. H. 
H . Hart, Attorney-General, 
and W. A. Purington, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Ber- 
nardino Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— To declare 
office vacant. 


The People, etc., ex rel. E. F. 
Hammers, Plaintiff, vs. Sel- 
ma Irrigation District De- 
fendant W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, J. B. 
Campbell and C. C. Mer- 
riam attomeysfor Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
oi Fresno Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— To dissolve 
Selma Irrigation District 
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Stase of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court 


Remarks. 


Xjeave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 10. 189L Complaint 
filed October 10, 1881. Answer filed 
October 17, 1891. 




No: 20, 1891. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved October 22. 1891. No record of 
complaint being nled in clerk*s office. 




No. 21, 1891. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved November 17, 189L Com- 
plaint filed November 17, 1891. De- 
murrer filed and sustained. Judg- 
ment for defendant Cause appealed. 


Transcript filed. Judgment 
affirmed December 15, 1893. 


No. 22. Leave 
was granted be- 
cause the Gov- 
ernor directed 
it. 

Closed. 100 Cal. 
419. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved November 17, 189L Com- 
plaint filed November 17, 1891. 




No. 23, 1891. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 12, 1891. Com- 
plaint filed December 14, 1891. Judg- 
ment for defendfint October 17, 18^. 
No appeal. 




No. 24. 1891. 
Closed. 96 Cal. 
206. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 14, 1891. Com- 
plaint filed December 14, 1891. Judg- 
ment for defendant October 17, 18^. 
No appeal. 




No. 25, 1891. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved December 16, 189L Com- 
plaint filed December 19, 1891. De- 
murrer filed December 26, 1891. De- 
murrer sustained February 29, 1892. 
Judgment of dismissal March 1, 1892. 
Notice of appeal filed March 3, 1892. 


Transcript filed March 29, 1892. 
Judgment affirmed May 4, 
1893? 


No. 28, 1891. 
Closed. 
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BBPOBT OF ATTOBNBY-OENBRAL. 

GoFT OF Attobnxy^Gkissal's Dockst of Suits 



Title of CanM. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. . 


Mode of Pxoflecatlon and Nature 
of Suit 


The People, etc., ex pel. Thoe. 
J. L. Smiley, Plaintiff, ys. 
QeoKe Walsh, Defendant 
W. H. H. Hart Attorney- 
General, and H. C. Dibble, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint— Introsioii in 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Thos. 
J. L. Smiley, Plaintiff, vs. E. 
F. McKittnck, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and H. C. Dibble, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint—Intrusion in 
office. 


462a-The People, etc., ex rel. 
M. McMann, Plaintiff, yb. 
Israel Rolf, Defendant W. 
H. H. Hart Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and J. H. Bndd, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. . 


Superior Court 
of San Joa- 
quin County. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. James 
L. Howland, Plaintiff, vs. 
P. J. Dreher, Defendant 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Westerman & 
Broughton, attorneys for 
Plainliff. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint— To compel the 
removal of obstruction from 
public street, and for costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Jas. 
Connolly, Plaintiff, vs. The 
City of Coronado, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H.Hart, Att'y- 
General, and C. H. Rippey, 
attorneys for Plaintiff: J; 
8. Callen, Gibson <fe Titus, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— Action to have 
City of Coronado excluded 
from all corporate rights, 
privUeges, and franchises, 
and that said corporation be 
dissolved. 


The People, etc.. ex reL E. W. 
Foster, Plaintiff, vs. James 
McNasser et al., Defend- 
ants. W. H. H. Hart At- 
torney-General, and John- 
son, Johnson & Johnson, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint — Unlawfully 
holding, intruding into, 
usurping, and exercising 
offices and franchise. 


The People, etc., ex rel. H. J. 
Payne, Plaintiff, vs. David 
Megowan et al., Defendants. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Johnson, 
Johnson & Johnson, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


CivU...... 


By complaint— Unlawfully 
holding, intruding into, 
usurping, and exercising 
offices and franchise. 
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Stace of Proceedings in Conrt Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Dec. 30. 1881. Complaint 
filed Dec. 30, 1891. Demurrer filed 
Feb. 18, 1802. 




No. 29, 1891. 


Lieave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Dec. 30, 1891. Complaint 
filed Dec. 30, 189t Demurrer filed 
Feb. 7, 1892. 




No. 30, 1891. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Jan. 22, 1892. Complaint 
tiled Feb. 1, 1892. Demurrer filed 
Feb. IS, 1892. . 




No. 31, 1892. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. 10, 1892. Complaint 
nled Feb. 10, 1892. Judgment for 
Defendant for costs May 13, 1892. 
Motion made for new trial. 


Transcript filed. Judgment 
and oi^er affirmed Feb. 7, 
1894. 


No. 33, 1892. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Nov. 25, 1892. Complaint 
filed. Demurrer filed and sustained. 
Judgment for Defendant. Cause ap- 


Judgment affirmed Dec. 28, 


No. 34. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. S», 1892. 




No. 36, 1892. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. 20, 1892. Complaint 
filed Feb. 23, 1892. Action aban- 
doned and new action instituted. 




No. 36, 1892. 
Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

COFT OF ATTOBNST-GnfXEAL'S DOGKST OF SuiTS 



Title Of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of ProMcutlon and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. W. 
Jacobs, Plaintiff, vs. Victor 
H. Metcalf et al.. Defend- 
ants. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
tomey-GeneraL George E. 
DeGolia and Johnson R. 
M. Fitzgerald, attorneys 
for Plaintiff . 


Superior Court 
01 Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to remoye ob- 
structions and declare por- 
tion of Fourteenth Street, 
Oakland, to be pubUc high- 
way. 


The People, etc.. ex rel. W. 
B. Brown, Plaintiff, vs. 
Union High School Dis- 
trict of Solano County, De- 
fendant. W.^. H. Hart 
Attorney - General, ana 
Crouch & Johnston, at- 
torneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Solano Co. 


CivU 


By complaint to exclude said 
district from all corporate 
rights and franchises, and for 
costa 


The People, etc., ex rel. A. B. 
Johnson, Plaintiff, vs. Wm. 
Fahey, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and A. J. Bledsoe, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


CivU 


By comnlaint— Usurpation of 
office, nne, and costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Caro- 
line Bell et al., Plaintiffs, 
vs. Reclamation District 
No. 639, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Nathan A. McKay, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Murphys and Alta- 
ville Turnpike Company, 
Defendant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney - General, ana 
Nichol & Orr, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Calaveras 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare said 
turnpike a public highway, 
and prevent company collect- 
ing tolls. 


1122— The People, etc., ex rel. 
Alvinza Hayward, Plaint- 
iff, vs. San Francisco and 
San Mateo Railway Com- 
pany et al., Defendants. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attomev-Gen- 
eral, and Wilson & Mc- 
Cutcheon, attorneys for 
Plaintiff, Ry. Hayne, of 
Counsel. 


Superior Court 
01 San Mateo 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to leave high- 
way unobstructed for public 
use. 


3576— The People, etc., ex rel. 
Geo. H. Sanderson, Plaint- 
iff, vs. North Beach and 
Mission Railroad Com- 
pany, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint. 
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stage of Prooeedlngs in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted Feb. 27, 1892. Com- 
plaint filed Mar. 12, 1892. Demurrer 
nled. Pending. 




No. 37, 1892. 


Leave to sne granted and bond ap- 
proved Mar. 18, 1892. Complaint filed 
Mar. 22, 1892. Judgment for Defend- 
ant Jan. 3, 1893. Notice of appeal 
Mar. 23, 1893. 


Transcript filed April 11, 1893. 
Judgment affirmed Mar. 20, 
1894. 


No. 38. 1892. 
Closed. 
101 Cal. 655. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 22, 1891. Judgment for 
Plaintiff July 6, 1891. Order setting 
aside judgment Aug. 7, 1891. No fur- 
ther action. Closed. 




No. 39, 1891. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Mav 12, 1892. Complaint filed 
July 9, 1892. Judgment for Defend- 
ant A pril 6, 1894, sustaining formation 
of District. 




No. 40, 1892. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 21, 1892. Complaint filed 
July 6, 1892. Demurrer filed. Cause 
discontinued on motion of Relator. 




No. 41, 1892. 
Closed. 


Complaint filed April 13, 1892. Demur- 
rer filed July 9, 1892. Pending. 




No. 42, 1892. 


Complaint filed April 6, 1892. Judg- 
ment of dismissal by consent Sept. 
26,1892. 




No. 43. 1892. 
Closed. 



IOhh 
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REPOBT OF ATTORNEY-GENEBAL. 

Copt of Attobnst-Gbkeral's Docket of Suits 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
. of Suit. 


The People, etc^ ex rel. C. T. 
Sanders, Plaintiff, vs. M. P. 
Jones et al., Defendants. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and John Desbeck, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare Tou- 
chard Street a public high- 
way, and to remove obstruc- 
tions from same. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Louis 
A. Bailey, Plaintiff, vs. E. 
C. Denio, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, H. C. Dillon, Ander- 
son & Anderson, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
01 Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
H. Spnrgeon, Plaintiff, vs. 
D. Edson Smith et al.. De- 
fendants. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
G. Scarborough, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Orange Co. 


Civil 


By complaint for usurping and 
unlawfullv holding a corpo- 
rate franchise, and for costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Jose- 
phine A. Rogers, etc., Plaint- 
iff, vs. The Rogers Land Co., 
Defendant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attorney - General, and 
Wright & Day, attorneys 
for Plaintiff . 


Superior Court 
of Santa Bar- 
bara County. 


CivU 


By complaint to dissolve said 
corporation. 


The People, etc., ex rel. P. B. 
Bennett, Plaintiff, vs. The 
City of Plainsburg, Defend- 
ant. W. H.H.Hart, Attor- 
ney-General, and T. C. Law 
and W. A. Nygh, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Merced Co. 


Civil 


Bv complaint for judgment 
for usurping and unlawfully 
holding and exercising fran- 
chise of a municipal corpo- 
ration, and to exclude defend- 
ant from same. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. L. 
Robertson, Plaintiff, vs. 
Wm. Cloudman, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, and J. F. 
Rooney, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Tuolumne 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint for usurping 
and unlawfully holding office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Plaint- 
iff, vs. Timothy Walton, 
Defendant. W. H.H.Hart, 
Attomey-GeneraLattorney 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office as Chief of Fire Depart- 
ment of City of Fresno. 
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Stage of Proceedlngi in Conrt Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Lieave to sae granted and bond ap- 
proved Ang. 13, 1889. Judgment for 
Plaintiff. 


Transcript filed June 2, 1898. 
Judgment and order affirmed 
Sept. 1. 1894. 


No. 44, 1889. 

Closed. 
103 Cal.; VIII 
Cal. Dec. 80. 


Leave to sue eranted and bond ap- 
proved July 6^ 1892. Complaint not 
filed. 


• 


No. 46, 1892. 
Closed. 


Lieave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 18, 1892. Complaint not 
filed. 




No. 46, 1892. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 23, 1892. Judgment of 
dismissal filed Aug. 18, 1892. 




No. 47. 1892. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Aug. 8, 1892. Complaint filed 
Aug. 11, 18^. Judgment for Plaintiff 
April 14, 1893. 




No. 48. 1892. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Aue.-ll, 1892. Complaint filed 
Aug. 15, 1892. Dismissed on stipula- 
tion. 




No. 49, 1892. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved. Complaint filed Aug. 4, 1892. 
Demurrer filed Aug. 8, 1892. Demurrer 
withdrawn. Judgment for Defend- 
ant April 8, 1893. 




No. 60, 1892. 
Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-OENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnkt-Gbnbbal's Docket of Suits 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. H. 
Stallard, Plaintiff, vs. San 
Francisco Polyclinic, a cor- 
poration, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and Maxwell & Mc- 
Enerny, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint—For decree va- 
cating the charter of the 
defendant corporation. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Lewis 
Stanton. Plaintiff,VB. Grove 
S. Bartholemew, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, attorney 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


The People, etc., ex rel. John 
Noe, Plaintiff, vs. William 
Perrott, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
01 Humboldt 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint. 


781— The People, etc., ex rel. 
Katie L. Mullen, Plaintiff, 
vs. Walter J. Ford, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, and C. E. 
McLaughlin, attorney for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Plumas Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
oflace, unlawfully holding the 
office of Superintendent of 
Schools of Plumas County. 


The People, etc., ex rel. M. 
S. Wagy, Plaintiff, vs. P.H. 
Murray, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General, 
and Lamberson & Middle- 
coff, attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Tulare Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


8593— The People, etc., ex rel. 
Fred V. Wood, Plaintiff, vs. 
John A. Sands, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and E. M. Gibson, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
o! Alameda 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. War- 
ren F. Drew. Plaintiff, vs. 
John B. Rodgers, Defend- 
ant. Wr H. H: Hart, Att'y- 
General, and Ghas. T, Jones, 
Johnson, Johnson & John- 
don, attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. A. 
Stocker, Plaintiff, vs. Sam- 
uel McClure, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and W. G. Phipps 
and K. S. Mahon, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Sutter Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 
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stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Oct. 8. 1892. Complaint filed 
Oct. 13, 1892. Demurrer filed. Or- 
dered on calendar. 




No. 61, 1892. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Jan. 30, 1893. 




No. 62, 1893. 


Leave to sufe granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. 16, 1893. 




No. 63, 1893. 


Jje&Ye to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. 23. 1893. Complaint 
filed Feb. 28, 1893. Amended com- 
plaint filed. Demurrer filed Mar. 6, 
1803; overruled Mar. 22, 1893. Jude- 
ment May 26, 1893, for plaintiff. No 
appeal. 




No. 64. 1893. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ai>- 
proved Mar. 8, 1893. Complaint filed 
Mar. 9, 1893. Demurrer filed and 
overruled. Judgment for Defendant 
May 29, 1893. No appeal. 




No. 66, 1893. 
Closecl. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Mar. 10, 1893. Judgment for 
Plaintiff April 6, 1893. Appealed to 
Supreme Court. 


Transcript filed. Judgment 
affirmed Mar. 26, 1894. 


No. 66, 1893. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved March 13. 1893. Complaint 
nled. Judgment m favor of Relator. 
Motion for new trial made. 




No. 67, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Marcn 16, 1893. Complaint 
filed March 20. 1893. Judgment for 
defendant April 12, 1893. No appeal. 




No. 68, 1893. 
Closed. 
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BEPORT OP ATTORNEY-GENEBAL. 

CoFY OP Attornkt-Gbnebal's Dockbt of SmT8 



Title of Cause. 



The People, etc., ex rel. Mary 
E. Caruthers, Plaintiff, vs. 
The Caruthers School Dis- 
trict P. A. Kwnawyer, A. 
B. Frautmein, and J. J. 
Truman, trustees, and E. 
R. Smith, Defendants. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and J. P. Meux, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 



The People, etc^ex rel. S. H. 
Boardman, Plaintiflf, vs. 
The Town of Linden, De- 
fendant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and 
Louttit, Woods <fc Lavin- 
sky, attorneys for Plaint- 
iff. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 



Superior Court 
of Fresno Co. 



Superior Court 
01 San Joa- 
quin County. 



Character of 
Action. 



CivU. 



CivU. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



By petition and affidavit for 
certiorari. 



By complaint— Usurping and 
unlawfully exercising the 
franchise of a municipal cor- 
poration. 



The People, etc., ex rel. C. 
Bernhard, Plaintiff, vs. 
Capital Furniture Com- 
pany, Defendant. W. H. 
H. Hart. Attorney-General, 
and Albert M. Johnson, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 



Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil. 



By complaint— Usurping of- 
nce and functions ot a fran- 
chise and for receiver. 



The People, etc., ex rel. John 
Schnell, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Sausalito Land and Ferry 
Company, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and Hepburn Wil- 
kins, attorneys for Plaint- 
iff. 



Superior Court 
of Marin 
County. 



CivU ... 



Bv complaint to compel De- 
fendant to remove certain 
obstructions and to enjoin 
Defendant from maintaining 
all other obstructions on 
Water Avenue, and for costs. 



The People, etc., ex rel. R. J. 
Tyrrell, Uri Williams, J. W. 
Kelly, et al.. Plaintiffs, vs. 
Edna Gardner, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, attorney for 
Plaintiffs. 



SuperiorCourt 
of Humboldt 
County. 



Civil . 



By complaint to declare 
house and premises a public 
nuisance, and from keeping 
and managing said house as 
a house of ill-fame, and for 
costs. 



\ 



The People, etc., ex rel. J. S. 
Osborn, Plaintiff, vs. David 
B. Fowler, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Edward S. 
Van Meter and W. H. 
Larew, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 



SuperiorCourt 
01 Madera 
County. 



Civil. 



By 



ty complaint— Usurpation of 
office, fine of $5,000 and costs. 
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Sta^e of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


JL^ave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. 6, 1893. Complaint filed 
Feb. 6, 1893. Demurrer filed and 
overraled. Judgment for Defendant 
March. 9, 1893. Notice of appeal 
March 13, ISaS. 


Transcript filed. Judgment 
reversed March 13, 1894. 


No. 59, 1893. 
Closed. 
102 Cal. 184. 


L<eave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 17, 1893. Complaint 
filed July 3, 1893. Demurrer filed 
July 25, 1&3. Overruled Aug. 8, 1893. 
Judgment for Defendant Jan. 8, 1894. 
Notice of appeal March 29, 1894. 


Transcript filed. Submitted 
Nov. 19, 1894. 


No. 60, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved June 26, 1893. 




No. 61, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 1, 1893. Complaint filed 
July 7, 1893. Judgment for Defend- 
ant March 1, 1894. Notice of appeal 
July 10, 1894. 




No. 62, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 25, 1893. Complaint 
filed May 1, 1893. Default of Defend- 
ant entered July 5, 1893. House in 
question burned; defendant left 
country and case never tried. 




No. 63. 1893. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 7, 1893. Demurrer to 
complaint filed and overruled. 
Judgment for Defendant April 9. 1894. 
No appeal. 




No. 64, 1893. 
Closed. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

Copy of Attobnxy*Genbbal*8 Docket of Suits 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
lUtuted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit 


The People, etc., ex rel. Isaac 
W. Wells, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Town of Berkeley, other- 
wise known as the City of 
Berkeley, a municipal cor- 
poration, Defendant W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and F. F. Graber and 
C. L. Colvin, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Alameda 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to compel De- 
fendant to set forth its claim 
to have and exercise the fran- 
chise of a municipal corpora- 
tion of the fifth class, and 
for costs. 


The People, etc., ex reL E. 
C. Beaseley, Plaintiff, vs. 
Town of Sausalitq, etc., et 
al., Defendants. W. H. H. 
Hart. Attorney-General, 
and 6. W. Towle, Jr., H. C. 
Campbell & Do we, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Marin Co. 


CivU 


By complaint to declare said 
town not to be a municipal 
corporation of the sixth class^ 
and requiring other defend- 
ants to show by what right 
they exercise authority as a 
Board of Trustees and Clerk 
of said Defendant 


The People, etc., ex rel. H. 
F. Webster, Plaintiff, vs. 
Horace Gasquet, Defend- 
ant. W.H.d. Hart, Attor- 
ney-General, and R. W. 
Miller, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Del Norte 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Geo. 
H. Baker, Plaintiff, vs. P. 
H. Clark, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and Dudley, Kelley <fc 
Harrington, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Glenn Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. Geo. 
Peters, Plaintiff, vs. J. G. 
Hite, Defendant W.H.H. 
Hart, Attorney-General, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


By complaint 


The People, etc., ex reL Theo. 
F. Johnson, Plaintiff, vs. 
Chula Vista School Dis- 
trict, of San Diego County, 
Defendant W.H.H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and Geo. 
H. P. Shaw, T. R. Palmer, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


SuperiorCourt 
of San Diego 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to exclude said 
school district- from all cor- 
porate rights and franchises, 
and to dissolve said corpora- 
tion, and for costs. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 0. E. 
Vantassel, Plaintiff, vs. H. 
J. Payne, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and Armstrong 
& Bruner, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office and for fine. 
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stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandnm of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved July 24, 1883. Complaint 
filed July 26. 1893. Demurrer filed 
and overruled. Judgment for Plaint- 
iff Sept. 20, 1893. Appealed. 

• 


Transcript filed. Judgment 
affirmed April 29, 1894. 


No. 66. 1893. 
Closed. 
102 Cal. 298. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Oct. 6, 1893. Complaint filed 
Oct. 9, 1893. Judgment for Defendant 
Dec. 12, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
April 26,1884. 


• 


No. 69, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved. Complaint filed May 3, 1893. 
DemTirrer filed May 12, 1893. Sus- 
tained May 25, 1893. Judgment for 
Defendant May 25, 1893. Notice of 
appeal June 15, 1893. 


Transcript filed June 23, 1893. 
Judgment reversed Nov. 15, 
1893, and cause remanded, 
with instructions to overrule 
demurrer and allow Defend- 
ant reasonable time to an- 
swer. 


No. 70, 1893. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Nov. 23, 1893. 




No. 71, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Oct. 305 1893. Complaint filed 
Nov. 3, 1893. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Nov. 9, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
March 10, 1894. 




No. 72, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Dec. 12, 1893. Complaint filed 
Dec. 18, 1893. Summons served Dec. 
19, 1898. Demurrer filed. Sustained 
July 6, 1894. 




No. 73, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Dec. 14, 189a 




No. 74, 1893. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-QBNEBAL. 

Copt of Attobnbt-Gbnbbal's Docket of Suits 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People, etc , ex rel. Ed- 
gar Vertrees, Plaintiff, vs. 
J. S. Chambers et al., as- 
suming to be the Hemet 
Union High School Board, 
Defendants. W.H.H.Hart, 
Attorney-General,and Mid- 
dlecoff & Conkey, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
01 Riverside 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare said 
Hemet Union High School 
to have lapsed, etc. 

• 


The People, etc., ex rel. Rob- 
ert Smith, Plaintiff, vs. J. 
S. Swank, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and S. F. Geil, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Santa Cruz 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— Usurpation <rf 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. M. V. 
Loy, Plaintiff, vs. Mount 
Shasta Manufacturing 
Company, Defendant. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, and P. 0. Chilstrom 
and T. V. Cator, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


1 

Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Bv complaint to exclude de- 
fendant from all corporate 
rights, and that franchise be 
forfeited. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. 
T. Austin. Plaintiff, vs. 
Morris Dick, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General, and D. W. Jenks 
and G. F. Harris, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
o! Modoc Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. 
Joseph Lind, Plaintiff, vs. 
The City of San Luis 
Obispo, Defendant. W .H. 
H. Hart. Attorney-General, 
and Wilcox & Bouldin, 
attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Luis 
Obispo Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— Abatement of 
nuisance. 


The People, etc., ex rel. L. R. 
Ellert, Mayor City and 
County of San Francisco, 
Plaintiff, vs. Henry D. 
Cogswell, Caroline £. Cogs- 
well, and J. H. Culver, De- 
fendants. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and Ar- 
thur Rodgers, attorneys 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint to declare 
trust deed mentioned in 
complaint a valid deed, and 
that trust thereby created is 
a valid public trust, and to 
enjoin defendants. 


The People, etc., ex rel. P. J. 
Von Loben Sels, Plaint- 
iff, vs. Reclamation Dis- 
trict No. 651, Defendant. 
W. H. H. Hart. Attorney- 
General, and Warren 01- 
ney and Johnson & John- 
son, attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint that said de- 
fendant is not and never 
was a corporation, and that 
it be excluded from all cor- 
porate rights, etc. 
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Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandnm of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Jan. 8, 1894. Complaint filed 
Jan. 22, 1894. Demurrer filed and 
sustained. Judgment for Defendant 
March 26, 1894. ^o appeal. 

a 




No. 76, 1894. 
Closed. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved April 21, 1893. Complaint 
filed April 24, 1893. Demurrer filed 
and overruled. Judgment for De- 
fendant May 24, 1894. Motion for 
new trial filed June 14, 1894. 




No. 76, 1893. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Jan. 11, 1894. 


• 


No. 77, 1894. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. 2, 1894. Complaint filed 
and summons issued Feb. 10, 1894. 




No. 78, 1894. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Feb. 5,1894. Complaint filed 
and summons issued Feb. 7, 1894. 
Demurrer filed and overruled. 




No. 79, 1894. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Marcn 5. 1894. Complaint 
filed same day. Demurrer filed and 
overruled. 




No. 80, 1894. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved May 16, 1894. Demurrer 




No. 81, 1894. 



156 



BBPOBT OF ATTOBNEY-GENEBAL. 

Copt of Attobney-Gbnxbal's Docket of Sthtb 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
AcUon. 


Mode of Prosecution and I^atnie 
of Suit. 


The People, etc.. ex rel. W.R. 
McQuicidy, Plaintiff, vs. 
Geo. W. Randall, Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart, At- 
torney-General, and Dixon 
L. Phillips, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of Kings Co. 


CivU 


By complaint—Usurpation of 
office. 


The People, etc., ex rel. J. H. 
Gardiner and Jos. Bruning, 
Plaintiffs, vs. Town of Rio 
Vista, in the county of 
Solano, State of California, 
Defendant. W. H. H. Hart, 
Attorney-General, and J. 
M. Gregory, attorneys for 
Plaintiffs. 


Superior Court 
of Solano Co. 


Civil ...... 


By complaint to declare that 
said town has no legal exist- 
ence, and that it be excluded 
from all corporate rigbts, 
privileges, and franchises. 



DOCKET OF RAIL- 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 

and County Tried and 

Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Office No. 1. Superior Court No. 14617, Dept. 3. 
Los Angeles County, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant James 
McLachlan, District Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff, John D. Bicknell and A. B. Hotch- 
kiss, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of Los 
Angeles County. 


CivU 


Office No. 2. Superior Court No. 14532, Dept. 3. 
The County of Los Angeles, Plaintiff, vs. South- 
em Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. 
James McLachlan, District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, John D. Bicknell and A. B. Hotch- 
kiss, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of Los 
Angeles County. 


Civil ..._. 


Office No. a Superior Court No. 1198. The 
County of Stanislaus, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. L. W. 
Fulkurth, District Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court of Stan- 
islaus County. 


CivU 


Office No. 4. Superior Court No. 1199. The 
County of Stanislaus. Plaintiff, vs. Stockton 
and Copperopolis Railroad Company, Defend- 
ant. L. W. Fulkurth, District Attorney, attor- 
ney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court of Stan- 
islaus County. 


Civil 


Office No. 5. . Superior Court No. 1701. The 
County of Santa Cruz, Plaintiff, vs. South 
Pacific Coast Railway Company (a corpora- 
tion), Defendant. Carl E. Lindsay, District 
Attorney, attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court of 
Santa Cruz County. 


CivU 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
proved Aug. 11, 18»4. Complaint 
nled and summons issued Aug. 14, 
1894. 




No. 82, 1894. 


Leave to sue granted and bond ap- 
nroved Aug. 14, 1894. Complaint 
nled and summons issued Aug. 15, 
1894. 




No. 83, 1894. 



ROAD TAX SUITS. 



Mode of Prosecution. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 



Complaint filed Jan. 22, 189L Amended de- 
murrer filed Mar. 9, 1891. Same questions 
involved in appeal of State cases. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint filed Jan. 24, 1891. Amended de- 
murrer filed Mar. 9, 1891. Same questions 
involved in appeal of State cases. 



Complaint for county taxes of 1887, in the 
amount of $6,793 71, penalty 5 per cent 
thereon, with interest on the above at 2 
per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 24, 1891. Summons 
served Mar. 9, 1892. Demurrer filed. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of |1,050 24, penalty 6 per 
cent thereon, with interest on the above 
sum at 2 per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 24, 1891. Summons 
served Mar. 9, 1892. Demurrer filed. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of |2,383 76, with interest 
at 2 per cent, and costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 20. 1891. Summons 
issued Jan. 20, 1891, ana filed. Summons 
served Jan. 19, 1892. Demurrer filed Feb. 
18, 1892. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



DocKST or RaiIjBoad 



Title of Cauie. 


In What Court 

and ConntY Tried and 

Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Office No. 6. Superior Court No. 1702. The 
County of Santa Cruz, Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company (a corporation). De- 
fendant. Carl £. Lindsay, District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court of 
Santa Cruz County. 


CivU 


Office No. 7. Superior Court No. 8762. The 
County of San Bernardino, Plaintiff, vs. The 
Southern Pacific Railroad Company (a corpo- 
ration), Defendant. F. J. Fording, attorney 
for Plaintiff, Harvey 8. Brown and Foshay 
Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of San 
Bernardino County. 


Civil 


Office No. a Superior Court No. 4368. The 
County of San Joaquin, Plaintiff, vs. San Pablo 
and Tulare Railroad Company (a corporation). 
Defendant. P. W. Bennett, District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of San 
Joaquin County. 


CivU 


Office No. 9. Superior Court No. 4869. The 
County of San Joaquin, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific RaUroad Company (a corporation), De- 
fendant. P. W. Bennett, District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of San 
Joaquin County. 


CivU 


Office No. 10. Superior Court No. 6801. The 
County of Alameda. Plaintiff, vs. South Pa- 
cific Coast Railway Company (a corporation), 
Defendant. 


Superior Court of Ala- 
meda County. 


CivU 


Office No. 11. Superior Court No. 6802. The 
County of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. San Pablo 
and Tulare Railroad Company (a corporation). 
Defendant. 


Superior Court of Ala- 
meda County. 


CivU 


Office No. 12. Superior Court No. 6803. The 
County of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. Northern 
Railway Company (a corporation), Defendant 


» 

Superior Court of Ala- 
meda County. 


CivU 


Office No. 13. Superior Court No. 6804. The 
County of Alameda, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pa- 
cific Railroad Company (a corporation), De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court of Ala- 
meda County. 


CivU 


Office No. 14. Superior Court No. 1139. The 
County of Solano, Plaintiff, vs. California 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant 


Superior Court of So- 
lano County. 


CivU 


Office No. 16. Superior Court No. 1138. The 
County of Solano, Plaintiff, vs. Northern Rail- 
way Company, Defendant. 0. P. Dobbins, 
District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown, attorney 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court of So- 
lano County. 


CivU 
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Tax Suits— Continued. 



Mode of Pioaeoation. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 



Complaixkt to recoTer judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of |406 89, penalty $20 33, 
witbL interest at 2 per cent, and costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 20, 1891. Summons 
issued Jan. 20, 1891, and filed. Summons 
returned Jan. 18, 1892. Demurrer filed 
Feb. 18, 1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint filed Jan. 26, 1891. Summons 
issued Jan. 26, 1891. Summons served 
Jan. 4, 1892. Summons filed Jan. 7, 1892. 
Demurrer sustained Feb. 10, 1893. 



Complaint' to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of |1,995 66, penalty 6 per 
cent, with interest on said sum, and lor 
costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 81, 1891. Demurrer 
filed and overruled. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum of |17,036 83, penalty 
5 per cent, with interest at 2 per cent, and 
for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 81, 1891. Demurrer 
filed and overruled. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Demurrer 
filed March 19, 1891. 



Complaint to recover damages for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 189L Demurrer 
filed March 19, 1891. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Demurrer 
filed March 19, 1891. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Demurrer 
filed March 19, 189L 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of $7,484 45, penalty 5 per 
cent thereon, interest 2 percent, and costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 16, 1891. Demurrer 
filed March 6, 1891. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum of $2,886 16, penalty 
6 per cent thereon, and interest at 2 per 
cent, and costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 16, 1891. Demurrer 
filed March 6, 1891. 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



DOCKBT OF RaII<BOAD 



Title of Ganse. 


In What Court 

and County Tried and 

Adiudffed. 


Character of 
Action. 


Oflfice No. la Superior Court No. 14884. The 
County of Placer, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Company, Defendant. Harvey Brown 
and Foshay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of 
Placer County. 


Civil 


Office No. 17. Superior Court No. 1246. The 
County of Kern, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific 
Railroad Company^ Defendant. Alvin Fay. 
attorney for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown ana 
Foshay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of 
Kem County. 


Civil 


Office No. 18. Superior Court No. . The 

County of Monterey, Plaintiif, vs. The Southern 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant B. V. 
Sargent, attorney for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court of 
Monterey County. 


Civil 


Office No. 19. Superior Court No. 1122. The 
County of San Mateo, Plaintiff, vs. The South- 
em Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. 
George W. Fox, District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court of San 
Mateo County. 


Civil 


Office No. 20. Superior Court No. 1005. The 
County of Shasta, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific 
Railroad Company, Defendant. M. P. Rose, 
District Attorney. W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown 
and Foshay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of 
Shasta County. 


Civil 


Office No. 21. Superior Court No. 1004. The 
County of Shasta, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Company, Defendant. M. P. Rose, 
District Attorney. W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown 
and Foshay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of 
Shasta Coimty. 


Civil 


Office No. 22. Superior Court No. 8847. The 
County of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. Central 
Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. V. A. 
Scheller, District Attorneyj W. H. H. Hart, of 
counsel, attorneys for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown 
and J. B. Lamar, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of 
Santa Clara County. 


Civil 




Office No. 23. Superior Court No. 8848. The 
County of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. South 
Pacific Coast Railroad Company (a corpora- 
tion). Defendant. V. A. Scheller, District At- 
torney^ W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, attorneys for 


Superior Court of 
Santa Clara County. 


Civil 




Office No. 24. Superior Court No. 8849. The 
County of Santa Clara, Plaintiff, vs. The South- 
em Pacific Railroad Company, Defendant. V. 
A. Scheller, District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, 
of counsel, attorneys for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown 
and J. B. Lamar, attomeys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of 
Santa Clara County. 


Civil 
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Tax Suits— Continued. 



Mode of Piosecntion. 



Stage of Proceedings in Coort Below. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 



Complaint tiled Jan. 3, 1891. Demurrer 
filed. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 



Complaint filed Jan. 19, 1891. Demurrer 
filed Jan. 20, 1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 



Complaint filed Jan. 31, 1891. Defendant's 
demurrer to Plaintiff's complaint over- 
ruled Sept. 27, 1892. Answer filed Oct. 28, 
1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. in the sum of $106 44, with inter- 
est at 2 per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 28, 1891. Summons 
issued Jan. 14, 1892, and filed Jan. 20, 1892. 
Defendant's demurrer filed Feb. 17, 1892. 



Complaint to recover iudgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum-of |S,403 11, with in- 
terest at 2 per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 28, 1891. Summons 
issued Jan. 14, 1892, and filed Jan. 20, 1892. 
Defendant's demurrer filed Feb. 17, 1892. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum of |2,576 12, with inter- 
est at 2 per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30. 1891. No summons 
issued. Defendant demurs on June 18, 
1891. Motion to dismiss filed April 21, 1891. 
Demurrer overruled. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum of $5,065 83, with inter- 
est at 2 per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. No summons 
issued. Defendant appears and demurs 
on June 18, 1891. Motion to dismiss filed 
April 21, 1891. Demurrer overruled. 



Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887, in the sum of $11,774 98, with in- 
terest at 2 per cent, and for costs. 



Complaint filed Jan. 30, 1891. Defendant's 
demurrer served June 11, 1891, and filed 
June 18, 189L Demurrer overruled. 



llHH 
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REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 



DOCKST OF RaII/BOAD 



TltteofCaiwe. 


In What Court 

and County Tried and 

Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Office No. 25. Superior Court No.—. The County 
of Siskiyou, Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific Rail- 
road Company, Defendant James F. Lodge, 
District Attorney, W. H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
attorneys for Plaintiff, Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of Sis- 
kiyou County. 


Civil 


Office No. 28. Superior Court No.—. The County 
of Merced, Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pacific Com- 
pany, Defendant Harvey S. Brown and Fo- 
shay Walker, attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court of Mer- 
qed County. 


CiyU 



DOCKXT OF RaII.ROAI> 



Title ol Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Pioflecutlon and Nature 
of Suit 


Office No. 27. Butte County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Co., Defendant 
District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. 
Hart, of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Butte Co. 


CivU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 28. Nevada Co., 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Co., Defendant 
District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. 
Hart, of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Nevada 
County. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 29. Sutter County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Co., Defendant 
District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. 
Hart, of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sutter Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 
of 1887. 


Office No. 80. Tehama Co., 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Co., Defendant. 
District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. 
Hart of counsel, Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker, attorneys for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 
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Tax Suits— Continued. 



Mode of Prosecution. 


Stage of ProceedingB in Court Below. 


Complaint to recover judgment for taxes of 
1887, in the sum of 121,636 71, with inter- 
est at the rate of 2 per cent, penalty 6 per 
cent, and for costs. 


Complaint filed January 29, 1891. Summons 
issued January 21, 1892. and served Febru- 
ary 2, 1892. Defendant's demurrer filed 
February 29, 1892. Defendant's demurrer 
overruled Sept. 22, 1892. Answer filed Nov. 
15,1892. 


Complaint to recover judgment for taxes 
of 1887. 





Tax Sthts— Continued. 



Stage of Piooeedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Jan. — . 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in cas^ 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — . 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 


• 


Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — . 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 


k 


Awaiting decis- 
ion of Snpreme 
Court in oase 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 
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Docket of Railboad 



Title of Canse. 



In Wh«t Court 
and Connty In< 
sUtnted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 



Charaoterof 
Action. 



Mode of ProMontion and Natare 
of Suit. 



Office No. 3L Tehama Co., 
Plaintiff, vs. Northern Rail- 
way Co., Defendant. Dis- 
trict Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff, Wm, H. H. Hart, 
of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Tehama 
County. 



CivU. 



By complaint— For taxes of 
1887. 



Office No. 82. San Benito Co., 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff, Wm. 
H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and Fo- 
shay Walker, attorneys for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Benito 
County. 



Civil. 



By complaint— For taxes of 



Office No. 83. San Diego Co., 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintiff, Wm. 
H. H. Hart of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and Fo- 
shay Walker, attorneys for 
Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Diego 
County. 



Civil . 



B: 



ij complaint— F* 



'or taxes of 



Office No. 34. Sati Luis Obis- 
po County, Plaintiff, vs. 
Southerp Pacific Railroad 
Co., Defendant. District 
Attorney, attorney for 
Plamtiff, Wm. H. H. Hart 
of counseljHarvey S.Brown 
and Foshay Walker, attor- 
neys for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of San Luis 
Obispo Go. 



Civil. 



By complaint— For taxes of 



By cc 

1887. 



Office No. 36. Napa County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Co., Defendant. Dis- 
trict Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. Hart 
of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 



Civil. 



By complaint— For taxes of 
1887. 



Office No. 36. Napa Cpunty, 
Plaintiff, vs. Califomia Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant. District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintiff, Wm 
H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys 
for Defendant. 



Superior Court 
of Napa Co. 



Civil. 



By complaint— For taxes of 
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Tax Suiw— Continued. 



Stage of Piooeedlngi In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Jan. —, 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaltine decis^ 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. ~. UOL Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 


' 


Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan.— ,189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant Demurrer 
sustained. Appeal taken. 


Transcript filed Oct 2, 1883. 




Complaint filed Jan. — , 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — . 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defemdant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 



-( 
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REPOBT OF ATTOBNET-GBNEBAL. 



DocKXT or Raii<boad 



Title of Cftuse. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Proaecution and N'ature 
of Suit 


Office No. 37. City and 
County of San Francisco, 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant. District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintiff, Wm, 
H. H. Hart, of counsel. 
Harvey 8. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys 
for Deiendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 38. Colusa County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Northern 
Railway Co., Defendant. 
District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, Wm. H. fl; 
Hart of counsel, Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker, attorneys for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Colusa Co. 


CivU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 39. Fresno Counly, 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Co., Defendant 
District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff, W. H. H.Hart, 
of counseJL Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 40. Fresno County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co., De- 
fendant. District Attorney, 
attorney for Plaintiff, W. 
H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys 
for Defendant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 41. Fresno County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern 
Pacific Co., Defendant 
District Attorney, attorney 
for Plaintiff. W. H. H. Hart, 
of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant 


SuperiorCourt 
of Fresno Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 42. Merced County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant. District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintiff, Wm. 
H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and Fo- 
shay Walker, attorneys for 
Defendant. 


SuperiorCourt 
of Merced Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 
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Tax SiriTS— Continned. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant, 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demurrer 
filed by Defendant. 


. 


Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demurrer 
filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demurrer 
filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 
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BEPOBT OF ATTOBMEY-GENBRAL. 



DOdOBT OF RaII^BOAD 



Title of Canie. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
■tltated. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Charaeterof 
Action. 


Mode of Frofeoutton and Nature 
of Suit 


Office No. 43. City and 
County of San Francisco, 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintiff. Wm. 
H. H. Hart, of counsel, Har- 
vey S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker, attorneys for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CiyU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 44. Yolo County, 
Plaintiff, vs. California Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant. District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintiff, Wm. 
H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and Fo- 
shay Walker, attorneys for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 45. Yolo County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Northern Rafl- 
way Co., Defendant. Dis- 
trict Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. Hart, 
of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Yolo Co. 


Civil 


By complaint— For taxes of 
1887. 


Office No. 46. Sacramento 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Cen- 
tral Pacific Railroad Co., 
Defendant. District Attor- 
ney, attorney for Plaintiff, 
Wm. H. H. Hart,of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and Fo- 
shay Walker, attorneys for 
Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sacramen- 
to County. 


Civil 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 47. Sacramento 
County, Plaintiff, vs. Cali- 
fornia Pacific Railroad Co., 
Defendant. District At- 
torney, attorney for Plaint- 
iff, Wm. H. H. Hart, of 
counsel, Harvey S. Brown 
and Foshay Walker, attor- 
neys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Sacramen- 
to County. 


CivU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 48. Yuba County, 
Plamtiff, vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Co., Defendant. 
District Attorney, attor- 
ney for Plaintiff, Wm. H. 
H. Hart, of counsel, Har- 
vey 8. Brown and Foshay 
Walker, attorneys for De- 
fendant 


Superior Court 
ofYuba Co. 


CivU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 
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Tax Sxtits— Oontiniied. 



Stage of Proceedings In Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court 


Bemarks. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaitine decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 

• 


Complamt filed Jan. — , 1891. Demnr- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan.— ,1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaitine decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan.—, 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 
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DooKXT or Raii^road 



Title of Cftuse. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and N&tare 
of Suit 


Office No. 48. Yuba County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Co., Defend- 
ant. District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintitt, Wm. 
H. H. Hart, of counsel, 
Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Yuba Co. 


CivU 


Bv complalnt^For taxes of 


Office No. 60. Contra Costa 
County, Plaintiff, vs. San 
Pablo and Tulare Railroad 
Co., Defendant. District 
Attorney, attorney for 
Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. Hart, 
of counsel, Harvey S. 
Brown and Foshay Walker, 
attorneys for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Contra 
Costa Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 51. Contra Costa 
County. Plaintiff, vs. North- 
em Railway Co., Defend- 
ant District Attorney, at- 
torney for Plaintiff, Wm. 
H. H. Hart, of counsel. 
Harvey S. Brown and 
Foshay Walker, attorneys 
for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of Contra 
Costa Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 52. Sierra County, 
Plaintiff, vs. Central Pa- 
cific R. R. Co., Defendant. 
District Attorney, attomev 
for Plaintiff, Wm. H. H. 
Hart of counsel, Harvey 
S. Brown and Foshay 
Walker, attorneys for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
of Sierra Co. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 63. Superior Court 
No. 28424. The People, etc., 
Plaintiff,vs. Central Pacific 
Railroad Co.. Defendant. 
Wm. H. H. Hart and J. P. 
Langhorne, attorneys for 
Plaintiff, H. S. Brown, 
attorney for Defendant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 54. Superior Court 
No. 28425. The People, etc., 
Plaintiff, vs. Northern Pa- 
cific Railway, Defendant 
W. H. H. fiart and J. P. 
Langhorne, attorneys for 
Plaintiff, H. S. Brown at- 
torney for Defendant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU- 


By complaint— For taxes of 
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Tax SxriTS—Continued. 



Stage of Proceedingg in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Bemarks. 


^Complaint filed Jan. — , 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought' by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 1891. Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court in case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Complaint filed Jan. — , 189L Demur- 
rer filed by Defendant. 




Awaiting decis- 
ion of Supreme 
Court #n case 
brought by 
State for same 
tax. 


Amended complaint tiled January 2, 
1891. Demurrer to amended com- 
plaint filed February 16, 1891. De- 
murrer overruled September 12, 1892. 
Answer filed October 12, 1892. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff February 3, 1893. 
Notice of appeal filed July 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed January 5, 
1894. 




Amended complaint filed January 2, 
1891. Demurrer to amended com- 
plaint filed February 16, 1891. De- 
murrer to amended complaint over- 
ruled September 12, 1892. Answer 
filed October 12, 1892. Judgment for 
Plaintiff February 3, 189a Notice of 
appeal filed July 11, 1893. 


Transcript filed January 5, 
1894. 
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DOCKST OF RaI1.BOAI> 



TiUeof Canse. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Proiecution and Nature 
of Suit 


Office No. 56. Superior Court 
No. 28426. The People, etc., 
Plaintiff, vs. Southern Pa- 
cific Railroad Co^ Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart and 
J. P. Langhome, attorneys 
for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown, 
attorney for Defendant. 


SuperiorOourt 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 
1887. 


Office No. 66. Superior Court 
No. 28427. The People, etc.. 
Plaintiff, vs. San Pablo and 
Tulare Railroad Co., De- 
fendant. W. H. H. Hart 
and J. P. Langhome, attor- 
neys for Plaintiff, H. S. 
Brown, attorney for De- 
fendant. 


Superior Court 
01 San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 67. Superior Court 
No. 28428. The People, etc.. 
Plaintiff, vs. California Pa- 
cific Railroad Co„ Defend- 
ant W. H. H. Hart and 
J. P. Langhome, attomeys 
for Plaintiff, H. 8. Brown, 
attorney for Defendant 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


Bv complaint— For taxes of 


Office No. 68. Superior Court 
No. 28429. The People, etc., 
Plaintiff, vs. South Pacific 
Coast Railway Co., Defend- 
ant. W. H. H. Hart and 
J. P. Langhome, attomeys 
for Plaintiff, H. S. Brown, 
attorney for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


CivU 


By complaint— For taxes of 



CASES IN UNITED 



Title of Court and Cause. 


In What Court 
Instituted and Tried. 


Character of 
Action. 


In the matter of the application of Geo. W. 
Bruggy on habeas corpus. Attorney-General 
for People, Carroll Cook for Petitioner. 


Circuit Court of the 
United States.- 


Criminal 


J. W. Reinhart et al., receivers, etc.. Plaintiffs, vs. 
J. R. McDonald, as State Treasurer, Defendant 
Attorney-General for Defendant, C. N. Sterry 
and E. S. PUlsbury for Plaintiffs. 


Circuit Court of the 
United States. 


Civil.... 
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Tax Suits— Oon tinned. 



Stage of Piooeedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Amended complaint filed January 2, 
1891. Demurrer to amended com- 
plaint filed February 16, 1891. De- 
murrer overruled September 12, 1892. 
Answer filed October 12, 1892. Judg- 
ment for Plaintiff February 3, 18^. 
Notice of appeal filed July 11, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894. 



Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
-Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct. 12,1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3» 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894. 



Amended complaint filed Jan. 2, 1891. 
Demurrer to amended complaint 
filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer over- 
ruled Sept 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct. 12, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894. 



Amended complaint filed January 2, 
1891. Demurrer to amended com- 
plaint filed Feb. 16, 1891. Demurrer 
overruled Sept. 12, 1892. Answer filed 
Oct 12, 1892. Judgment for Plaintiff 
Feb. 3, 1893. Notice of appeal filed 
July 11, 1893. 



Transcript filed Jan. 5, 1894. 



STATES CIRCUIT COURT. 



Mode of ProBecution. 


Stage of Proceedings. 


By petition. 


Petition filed July 20, 1892. Writ ordered 
issued July 21, 1892. Return of Sheriff 
filed July 26, 1892. Answer to return filed 
July 28, 1892. Amended return filed. 
Bruggy broke jail and has not been cap- 
tured. 


By complaint for judgment against de- 
fendant, as Treasurer of the State of Cali- 
fornia, for the sum of $2,272 80, wifh 
interest thereon from date of payment of 
said sum or any portion thereof to said 
Treasurer, together with costs of this 
action. 


Complaint filed May 23, 1894. Demurrer 
filed October 3, IMC 
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Cassb ih United 8tatb» 



Title of Court and Cause. 


In What Court 
Instituted and Tried. 


Character of 
Action. 


Von Loben Sels, Plaintiff, vs. Thomas 0»Neil, 
Tax Collector of Sacramento County, Re- 
spondent. Warren Olnev for Plaintiff, W. H. 
Layson. First Deputy Attorney-General, for 
State, and J. C. Jones, Deputy District Attor- 
ney of Sacramento County, for Sacramento 
County and Respondent. 


Circuit Court of the 
United States. 


Civil 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted, Tried, 
and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


The People, etc., ex rel. W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral, Plaintiff, vs. John 
Bryson, Sr., et aL, Defend- 
ants. Attorney-General for 
Plaintiff. W. P. Gardiner 
for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


CivU 


By statement of facts under 
Sec. 1138, C. C. P.. to detei^ 
mine amount to be paid to- 
redeem certain real estate- 
from tax sale to State. 


No. 18681. The People, etc.. 
Plaintiff, vs. Richarci 
Garvey, Defendant. At- 
torney-General for People, 
Graves, 0*Melveny & 
Shankland for Defendant. 


Superior Court 
01 Los Ange- 
les County. 


CivU 


By agreed statement of facts 
under Sec. 1138, C. C. P., ta 
determine amount to be paid 
to redeem certain real estate- 
sold to the State for taxes. 


No. 17876. San Francisco and 
Fresno Land Co., Plaintiff, 
vs. J. Banbury, as Treas- 
urer of Los Angeles Coun- 
ty, et al.. Defendants. H. 
0. Collins and Allen <fe 
Herrin for Plaintiff, James 
McLachlan, Spencer G. 
Millard and Attorney-Gen- 
eral for Defendants. 


Superior Court 
of Los Ange- 
les County. 


Civil 


By complaint to enjoin execu- 
tion of tax deed to State for 
certain real property sold to 
the State, etc., and to compel 
County Treasurer to accept a 
certain sum for the redemp- 
tion of the property sold. 



ATTORNEY-GENERAL'S DOCKET 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 68. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Napa, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Will- 
iam Ulrich, deceased. 


0. R. Coghlan appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 69. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Napa, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Alice 
Biert, deceased. 


0. R. Coghlan appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 



REPORT OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 
CiBCiTiT CoiTBT— Continued. 



175 



Mode of Pioiecation. 



Stage of Proceedings. 



Action to enjoin sale of land for taxes on 
grotmd plaintiff is a Consul, representing 
a foreign country, and not amenable to 
the local tax laws. 



Demurrer of People and. County sustained. 



OF TAX SUITS. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment In 
Supieme Court. 




Statement of facts filed , 1892. 

Judgment ordered for Defendant 
May 29, 1893. Decree entered June 
29, 1893. Notice of judgment re- 
ceived Dec. 13, 1893. 




No. 3. Closed. 


Statement filed Nov. 22, 1882. Findings 
and decree filed Nov. 22, 1892, award- 
ing Plaintiff judgment for |623 20, 
viz.: County tax, $420 56, State tax, 
$202 56, for years 187&-9 and 1879-80. 
Judgment satisfied Nov. 22, 1892. 




No. 4. Closed. 


Complaint filed June 24. 1894. Judg- 
ment for defendants. Notice of ap- 
peal filed. 


Transcript filed Oct. 16, 1893. 
Judgment and order reversed 
Sept. 13, 1894. Petition for 
rehearing filed Oct. 3. 1894. 
Rehearing granted Oct. 3, 
1894. 





OF ESCHEATED ESTATES. 



Receipts. 


Disbursements. 


To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the County of Napa, 
and ordered paid into State Treas- 
ury, less charges of County Treas- 
urer 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of County of Napa_^-.. 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 


To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the County of Napa, 
and ordered paid into State Treas- 
ury, less charges of County Treas- 
urer 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of County of Napa 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 
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DOCKBT or ESCHKATSD 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 70. 


In the SnperiorGourt of the County 
of Napa, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Qeorge 
Gibson, deceased. 


0. R. Coghlan appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 71. 
1882. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of San Joaquin, State of California. 
In the matter of the estate of Jas. 
Rickards, deceased. 


Julius F. Fassett appointed as 
attorney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 


Office No. 91 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of L. W. 
La Croix, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 


Office No. 96. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Chris- 
tina Abrams, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of Calfomia, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 


Office No. 96. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of tte County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Erastus 
Hale, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 97. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of John 
Madden, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral 


Office No. 98. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of James 
Armstrong, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 99. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. 
In the matter of the estate of S. W. 
Thurston, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 


Office No. 100. 
1892. Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. 
In the matter of the estate of John 
Coleman, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 


Office No. 101. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. 
In the matter of the estate of 
Michael Seif, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as 
attorneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 
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£sTATB8 — Coiitinaed. 



ReceipU. 



Disbursementfi. 



To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the County of Napa, 
and ordered paid into State Treas- 
ury, less charges of County Treas- 
urer 



By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of County of Napa 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 



1892 — To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the County of San 
Joaquin, and ordered paid into 
State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer 



By cash paid into State Treasury 
by Treasurer of County of San 
Joaquin 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 



1892 — Dec. 9— To amount in said 
estate in the Treasury of the 
County of Siskiyou, and ordered 
paid into State Treasury, less 
charges of County Treasurer $451 13 



1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid into State 
Treasury by Treasurer of County 
of Siskiyou --_ _ $446 62 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 4 51 



1892 — Dec. 9— To amount in said 
estate in the Treasury of the 
County of Siskiyou, and ordered 
paid into State Treasury, less 
charges of County Treasurer $129 07 



By cash paid into State Treasury 
by Treasurer of County of Siski- 
you _ $127 48 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 1 29 



1892 — Dec. 9 — To amount in said es- 
tate in the Treasury of the County 
of Siskiyou, and ordered paid into 
State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $18 93 



1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid into State 
Treasury by Treasurer of County 
of Siskiyou _ $18 74 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 19 



1892 — Dec. 9— To amount in said es- 
tate in the Treasury of the County 
of Siskiyou, and ordered paid into 
State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $743 27 



1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid into State 
Treasury by Treasurer of County 
of Siskiyou _ $735 84 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 7 43 



1892 — Dec. 9— To amount in said es- 
tate in the Treasury of the County 
of Siskiyou, and ordered paid into 
State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $288 ( 



1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid into State 
Treasury by Treasurer of County 
of Siskiyou _ $285 71 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 2 89 



1892 — Dec. 9— To amount in said 
estate in the Treasury of the 
County of Siskiyou, and ordered 
paid into State Treasury, less 
charges of County Treasurer $32 67 



1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by Treasurer of 
County of Siskiyou .._ $32 35 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 32 



1892— Dec. 9— To amount in said 
edtate in the Treasury of the 
County of Siskiyou, and ordered 
paid into State Treasury, less 
charges of County Treasurer $1 23 



1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid "into 
State Treasury by Treasurer of 
County of Siskiyou _ $1 22 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 01 



1892— Dec. 9— To amount in said 
estate in the Treasury of the 
County of Siskiyou, and ordered 
paid into State Treasury, less 
charges of County Treasurer $96 62 



12hh 



1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid into 
State Treasury by Treasurer of 
County of Siskiyou $95 65 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ 97 
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Docket of Eschbatkv 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cauie. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 102. 
1892, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Chas. 
Young, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 103. 
1802, Aug. 3. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Siskiyou, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Andrew 
Webb, deceased. 


Warren & Taylor appointed as at- 
torneys to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. H^ Attorney-Gen- 
eral. 


Office No. 104. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California In the matter of the 
estate of Jas. Williams, deceased. 


J. T. Rogers appointed as attorney 
to recover estate as an escheat to 
the State of California, by G. A. 
Johnson, Attorney-General. 


Office No. 105. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, 
State of California. In the matter 
of the estate of F. Kimpbell, de- 
ceased. 


J. T. Rogers appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attorney-Gen- 
eral 


Office No. 106. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, 
State of California. In the matter 
of the estate of Wm. Snelling, de- 
ceased. 


J. T. Rogers appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an es- 
cheat to the State of California, 
by G. A. Johnson, Attomey-Gen- 
eraL 


Office No. 107. 
1892. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Butte, State of California. In 
the matter of the estate of Robert 
Sloan, deceased. 


John Gale appointed as attorney 
to recover estate as an escheat to 
the State of California, by W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General. 


Office No. 108. 
1892. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of San Diego, State of California. 
In the matter of the estate of John 
Bush, deceased. 


Wm. H. Fuller appointed as attor- 
ney to recover estate as an escheat 
to the State of California, by W. 
H. H. Hart, Attorney-General. 


Office No. 109. 
1893. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of 
the estate of Eli A. Andrews, de- 
ceased. 


John W. Jefferson appointed as 
attorney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of California, 
by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 


Office No. liO. 
1893. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of John Wilson, deceased. 


Walter H. Linforth appointed as 
attorney to recover estate as an 
escheat to the State of Califor- 
nia, by W. H. H. Hart, Attorney- 
General. 


Office No. 111. 
Court No. 6870. 
1892. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of F. S. Gilbert, deceased. 


J. T. Rogers appointed as attorney 
to recover estate as an escheat to 
the State of California, by W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General. 
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Ebtatks— Continued. 



Receipts. 


Disbursements. 


1892— Dec. 9— To amount in said es- 
tate in the Treasury of the Cojinty 
of Siskiyou, and ordered paid into 
State Treasury, less charges of 
Countv Treasurer . . . $1 93 


1892— Dec. 9— By cash paid into State 
Treasury by Treasurer of County 
of Siskiyou $1 91 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 02 






1892— Dec. 9— To amount in said es- 
tate in the Treasury of the County 
of Siskiyou, and ordered paid into 
State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer 


1892-Dec. 9— By cash paid into State 
Treasury by Treasurer of County 
of Siskiyou _... 

By* fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 






To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco .--... 


By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 


To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered 
paid into State Treasury, less 
charges of County Treasurer 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of City and County of . 
San Francisco 


By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 


To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury -of the City and County . 
of San Francisco, and ordered 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco 


paid into State Treasury, less 
charges of County Treasurer 


By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 


To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the County of Butte, 
and ordered paid into State Treas- 
ury, less charges of County Treas- 
urer 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of County of Butte 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 






To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the County of San 
Diego, and ordered paid into State 
Treasury, less charges of County 
Treasurer .. 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of County of San Diego 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 






To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County of 
San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges 
of County Treasurer 


By cash paid into State Treasury by 
Treasurer of City and County of 
San Francisco 


By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer _ _ 




To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer 


By cash paid into State Treasury 
by Treasurer of City and County 
of San Francisco 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 






To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer $198 60 


By cash paid into State Treasury 
by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of City 
and County of San Fransisco $196 52 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 1 98 
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Docket of Eschsatsd 



Number. 


Title of Court and Cause. 


Attorney. 


Office No. 112. 
Court No. 6876. 
1892. 


In the Superior Court of the City 
and County of San Francisco, State 
of California. In the matter of the 
estate of John H. Fallon, deceased. 


J. T. Rogers appointed as attorney 
to.recover estate as an escheat to 
the State of California, by W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General. 


Office No. 113. 
1893, Nov. 20. 


In the Superior Court of the County 
of Napa, State of California. In the 
matter of the estate of Jacob Haf- 
ner, deceased, sometiines called 
and known as Jacob Hefner, and 
also as Jacob Heffner. 


0. R. Coglan appointed as attorney 
to recover estate as an escheat to 
the State of California, by W. H. 
H. Hart, Attorney-General. 



The first three of the following cases were brought by Attorney-General 



Title of Cause. 


In What Court 

and County 

Instituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 


Character of 
Action. 


Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 


11706— The People ex rel. 
John P. Dunn, Controller, 
Plaintiff, vs. Wm. Phillips, 
Wm. T. Garratt, and Moses 
Heller, Defendants. Flour- 
nov & Mhoon and J. A 
Johnson, for Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
ot San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare 
Plaintiff entitled to |114,- 
696 72, with interest and 
costs. 


11926— The People ex rel. 
John P, Dunn, Controller, 
Plaintiff, vs. W. H. Knight, 
F. S. Wensinger, J. S. Em- 
ory, J. N. Knowles. J. Berm- 
ingham, W. Witzeman, 
Alex. Badlam, and Moses 
Heller, Defendants. Flour- 
noy & Mhoon and J. A. 
Johnson, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
or San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare 
Plaintiff entitled to $63,840 63, 
with interest and costs. 


11926— The People ex rel. 
John P. Dunn, Controller, 
Plaintiff, vs. Wm. Bland- 
ing, John Center, Wm. 
Lent, Thos. M. Quacken- 
bush, S. Clinton Hastings, 
H. H. Toland, Albert Dib- 
blee, Samuel Crim, and Pe- 
ter Donahue, Defendants. 
Flournoy & Mhoon and J. 
A. Johnson, attorneys for 
Plaintiff. 


Superior Court 
of San Fran- 
cisco. 


Civil 


By complaint to declare 
Plaintiff entitled to $52,013 68, 
with interest and costs. 
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Estates— Continued. 



Receipts. 


DisbursementB. 


To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the City and County 
of 8an Francisco, and ordered paid 
into State Treasury, less charges of 
County Treasurer |1,265 74 


By cash paid into State Treasury 
by J. H. Widber, Treasurer of City 
and County of San Francisco ..-.|1,253 08 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 12 66 


To amount in said estate in the 
Treasury of the County of Napa, 
and ordered paid into State Treas- 
ury, less charges of County Treas- 
urer - 


By cash paid into State Treasury 
by Treasurer of County of Napa — 

By fees retained by County Treas- 
urer 



Marshall, bat of which there was no record in this office. 



Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Feb. 4, 1884. Answers 
tiled. Dismissal filed Aug. 20, 1891, 
by Attorney-General, upon payment 
of 17,725 82, in accordance with Act 
of Legislature of 1891, Stats, of 1891, 
268. Said amount paid to Harbor 
Commissioners Feb. 17, 1893, in accor- 
dance with decision of Superior 
Court filed same day. 




See also Cause 
No. 39767, here- 
after set out 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Mar. 1, 1884. Demurrer 
filed and overrulea. Answer filed. 
Dismissal filed Oct. 25, 1892. by Attor- 
ney-General, in accordance with Act 
of Legislature of 1891, Stats. 1891, 268. 
upon payment of $2,404 36. Saia 
amount paid to Harbor Commission- 
ers Feb. 17, 1893, in accordance with 
decision of Superior Court filed same 
day. 




See also Cause 
No. 39767, here- 
after set out. 

Closed. 


Complaint filed Mar. 1, 1884. Demurrer 
filed and overrulea. Answer filed. 
Dismissal filed by Attorney-General 
Feb. 7, 1893, in accordance with Act 
of Legislature of 1891, Stats. 1891, 268, 
upon payment of $7,721 56. Said 
amount paid to Harbor Commission- 
ers Feb. 17, 1893, in accordance with 
decision of Superior Court filed same 
day. $4 paid for entry of judgment. 




See also Cause 
No. 39757, fol- 
lowing. 

Closed. 
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Title of Cftuse. 



In What Court 
and County In- 
stituted. Tried, 

and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



39757— The People, etc., upon 
information and complaint 
of W. H. H. Hart, as Attor- 
ney-General, Plaintiff, vs. 
Board of Harbor Com- 
missioners and F. C. Bas- 
sett, C. O. Alexander, and 
W. H. Brown, as members 
of said Board of State Har- 
bor (Commissioners, and E. 
P. Colgan, as State Con- 
troller, Defendants. 



Superior Court 
oi San Fran- 
cisco. 



Civil . 



By complaint to determine as 
to which of the funds men- 
tioned in complaint certain 
moneys belong— to the Gen- 
eral Fund of the State, or to 
the San Francisco Harbor 
Improvement Fund. 



SUPPLEMENT 



Title of Cause. 



In What Court 

and County 

Instituted, Tried, 

and Adjudged. 



Character of 
Action. 



Mode of Prosecution and Nature 
of Suit. 



In the matter of the estate 
of Charles Pestel, deceased. 
Loewy& Gutsch, G. G. Blan 
chard, and J.Charles Jones, 
attorneys for Petitioners, 
Attorney-General for Re- 
spondent. 



Superior Court 
oi Sacramen- 
to County. 



Civil . 



Action to recover escheated 
money. 



No. 21,141— People vs. Tucker. Rehearing denied Nov. 30, 1894. 
No. 21,137— People vs. Johnson. Rehearing denied Nov. 27, 1894. 
No. 21,147— People vs. Biddleman. Judgment affirmed Dec. 3, 1894. 
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Stage of Proceedings in Court Below. 


Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 


Remarks. 


Complaint filed Feb. 7, 1803. Answers 
filed Feb. 17, 1893; said sam of 117,- 
847 74 paid into Court. Judgment 
and decree Feb. 17, 18&3, that said 
sum be paid to the Board of State 
Harbor Commissioners. Court or- 
dered said amount paid over to said 
Commissioners. 


• 


Closed. 



TO REPORT. 



Stage of Procedings in Court Below. 



Memorandum of Judgment in 
Supreme Court. 



Remarks. 



Petition filed May 15, 1889. Judgment 
Nov. 17, 1894, ordering |1,305 67 paid 
to German Consul in trust for heirs. 
Allowed bjr State Board of Examin- 
ers, and paid Nov. 24, 1894. 
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